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ABSTRACT
POWER CONSCIOUSNESS: UNDERSTANDING AND
TRANSFORMING EDUCATOR CLASSROOM POWER
SEPTEMBER 2000
HEATHER W. HACKMAN, B.A., OCCIDENTAL COLLEGE
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Barbara Love

This study examines the issue of educator power in the classroom and suggests a
practical mechanism by which educators can reflect on their power use and develop a
deeper consciousness of it in their teaching. A review of the literature conducted for this
study revealed a gap in the discussion of educator power between the theoretical and
practice-oriented literature bases. This study considers whether a comparable gap exists in
actual practice and through phenomenological interviews investigates the perceptions of
classroom power use for ten faculty in higher education. Through classroom observations,
these perceptions are compared to classroom practices for all participants and gaps are
seen for all ten participants.

The theoretical frame of analysis for this study is drawn from the review of the
educational literature including critical and feminist pedagogy, multicultural, social
justice, humanistic, and teacher education, as well as faculty development and self
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awareness literatures. The examination of this literature highlights the areas of educator
power presently underinvestigated in both theory and practice. Specifically, this review
lead to the development of two models for understanding educator power: the Spheres of
Educator Power and the Sites of Educator Power. The Spheres model is an organizational
schema that groups educator power into three primary “spheres’, Public, Private and
Intimate, with the bulk of the literature addressing the Public and the Private leaving the
Intimate significantly underinvestigated. The Sites model further explores the Intimate
Sphere and identifies seven fundamental sites of educator power in the classroom - social
identity, teacher education programs, educational biography, personal history, content
mastery, student abdication, and institutional conferrence.

These two frames for understanding educator power, combined with the interview
and observational results, are the foundation of an action - reflection model, the Power
Praxis model, designed to assist educators in becoming more conscious of their use of
power in the classroom. Rooted in the aforementioned literatures, it is believed that a
deeper awareness of the use of educator power in the classroom as a result of this model
will lead to a more empowering educational experience for both students and educators.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION OF THE GAP IN EDUCATOR POWER CONSCIOUSNESS
Introduction
Power is everywhere in the teaching process. This fact makes the consideration of
educator power in the classroom fundamental to the process of teaching. It is as relevant
in the college physics lecture hall as it is in the third grade reading class. Of course,
educators are not the only source or manifestation of power in the classroom. Power is
constructed in the classroom along with students, administrators, and institutional norms
to name a few other sources (Manke, 1997). However, given the impact of educator
power in the classroom, it is vital that this phenomenon be examined. The need for this
examination is more compelling when educators are not conscious of their power or of its
impact on students. In my research and in discussion with educators across the country,
numerous examples of educators using their power in positive or negative ways have
been shared with me. On occasion, the teacher was intentional in their actions, but most
often these incidents resulted because an educator was not conscious of the power they
had, where it came from, or how it was impacting their students. It is this lack of
understanding and consciousness that this study addresses.

This study is grounded on the assumption that the liberatory, democratic
classroom leads to more effective learning for students and educators. Because educator
power influences all classroom elements, it is considered a key determinant as to whether
or not a liberatory, democratic classroom will be realized. Success in creating a liberatory
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classroom hinges on the capacity of the educator to understand and ultimately transform
his classroom power. In focusing solely on the power of the educator it is important that
we do not mistakenly assign all responsibility for the power in the classroom to the
educator. Manke (1997) states that power in any classroom is the result of all classroom
influences including the students, institution, physical setting, and educator. Manke’s
constructivist approach acknowledges the many variables contained within the issue of
educator power and examines it in its entirety. It does not give specific attention to the
subtle nuances of the power of the educator. This lack of emphasis highlights the need for
and utility of this study. To effectively cast a light solely on the power of the educator,
this study will utilize a case study approach to examine the phenomenon of educator
power in the classroom.

Purpose of this Study
This study proceeds from the position that educator power in the classroom is
undisputable. It examines whether that power is thoroughly understood by the educator,
whether they are conscious of how they are using it, and suggests tools to increase
educator consciousness of power issues in the classroom. A literature review and pilot
study conducted in preparation for this study revealed two significant findings. First, it
demonstrated that discussions regarding educator power are often difficult for educators.
Some find it to be a broad, ambiguous and at times intimidating topic carrying negative
connotations. Others have no clear idea of what it is and are mired in questions such as
“what exactly is educator power?” and “how is it defined in a dynamic environment like
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the classroom?”. In addition, there is often little professional support for the conversation
and even less information available regarding what educators can actually do to address
their power in the classroom. Despite these issues, there are significant personal and
professional rewards when an educator begins to explore her power in the classroom.

The literature reviewed for this study revealed a gap in the current pedagogical
literature regarding educator power. Roughly described, this gap falls between the theory
and practice literature. This study investigates whether a comparable gap exists in actual
teacher practice by first examining how educators define their power and where they
think it stems from and then comparing educators’ perceptions of their use of power to
their classroom practice.

Research Questions
This study examines whether a gap, comparable to the one found between theory
and practice in the literature, exists between perceptions and classroom practice for ten
faculty in higher education. Constituent questions used to arrive at this determination
include:
1. How do educators in this study define educator power in the classroom?
2. Where do educators in this study feel educator power in the classroom comes
from?
3. How do educators in this study perceive their use of power in the classroom?
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The data from this study will provide the basis for developing a teacher education model
to assist educators in becoming more conscious of their classroom power.

Background of the Study
A search of the literature for information and help in addressing power issues in
my own teaching revealed a gap in the literature between theory and practice.
Theoretically, the literature discussed in great detail philosophies of power use in the
classroom by citing either democratic, student-centered pedagogical theories aimed at
empowering students or traditional, reproductive theoretical paradigms geared toward
control and discipline students in today’s schools. Though interesting, this theoretical
literature proved difficult to directly translate into daily practice. Practically, the literature
discussed in great detail curricular designs for dealing with such things as Columbus’s
arrival in North America, or ways to structure good classroom discipline plans, but gave
little theoretical grounding in “why” this should be done. As such, 1 postulated that there
was a definable “gap” in the literature between the theoretical and practical sides of the
discussion regarding educator power. A more detailed discussion of this gap and
ultimately how it has informed this study are discussed in Chapter Two and Chapter
Three respectively. To clarify the nature of the gap in the literature, I will now discuss key
factors that shaped the development of the gap by grounding the discussion of educator
power theoretically, as represented by major movements and authors in education, and
practically, as represented by major social and political influences over the last four
decades. This background is crucial to understanding the gap in the literature, how this
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gap may correspond to this study’s participants, and what type of teacher education model
could be useful in “filling” the gap between perceptions of power and actual practice for
teachers.

Some Major Movements in Education
The development of the gap between theory and method regarding educator power
in the literature has its origins in the shifts of cultural ideologies, which led to
accompanying shifts in pedagogy, over the last 100 years. Examination of this historical
development will help in understanding the nature of this gap in the literature. The early
history of public education in this country is what we know today as “traditional
education” (Dewey, 1938; Drew, 1996; Freire, 1970). One aspect of this traditional
foundation includes what Freire (1973) calls “banking education”, where the teacher is
the wellspring of knowledge and students are merely empty vessels to be filled with
information. In this context education is monodirectional, does not include dialogue, and
discourages the challenging or questioning voice of the student. Another component of
traditional education is its class, race, and gender biases whereby members of dominant
groups are favored with access to levels of education that lead to economic, political, and
social freedom. This system of education assumes that knowledge is apolitical,
constructed by the educator or institution, and if one cannot succeed it is the fault of that
student and not the quality of education provided. This system of education is firmly
rooted in an ideology of maintenance of authority where the educator holds all power, real
and implied, in the classroom.
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While this teacher-centered, positivist orientation has been true of early
mainstream education since the late 1800s (Rippa, 1988), it has not gone uncontested
(Zinn, 1995). Alongside the history of traditional education is the legacy of numerous
liberatory, empowering educational movements. Many radical educators attribute the
early beginnings of empowering education to John Dewey (Rippa, 1988; Giroux &
McLaren, 1986) and his ideas of education for all, experiential education, and creating a
learning environment that allows all students to participate and find their voice. In John
Dewey’s work (1916, 1938) we find a clear example of the shift in the power of the
educator in a liberatory direction. Though not named as such, in retrospect it is clear that
Dewey was encouraging the very aspects of learning that characterize what we know
today as “empowering” teaching practices. From Dewey we saw the first significant shift
in overall U.S. educational practices where teachers were encouraged to try alternative
teaching styles and work to provide students with a multitude of learning experiences.

Fifty-four years after Dewey’s Democracy and Education (1916), we find the next
significant influence in radical pedagogy in the work of Paulo Freire. In two of his early
works Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1970) and Education for Critical Consciousness
(1973), this Brazilian educator revitalized the discussion of radical pedagogy and
empowering education. He infused Deweyan principles with additional focuses on
education as an act of freedom and love, as well as the need for critical thinking, problem
posing, and dialogue (Freire, 1970; 1973; 1992). Freire asserted that education was
inherently political and therefore emphasized the personal and social transformative
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nature of knowledge and critical engagement with the world. Freire’s liberatory
pedagogical approach emphasized praxis (reflection and action) as an important
pedagogical tool and underscored that everyone involved in education is both a teacher
and a learner. The liberatory themes of Freire’s non-formal literacy work with Brazil’s
poor and working class have been extremely attractive to U.S. educators in the 1970s.
Much of his work has been “imported and simplified to mechanistic methodology”
(Macedo, 1998), which often reduced his work to “skills” and stripped it of its
radicalizing, questioning qualities. Nevertheless, Freire’s work continues to be one of the
most hopeful and influential forces in radical education in this century.

The Frankfurt School, Gramsci, and Foucault also had profound effects on
educational theory with their class analysis, their construction and naming of hegemony,
and the introduction of post-modern thinking in education. The Frankfurt School’s focus
on critical theory and its role in radical education (particularly Marxist education) has
been very influential in sustaining the class analysis in both the reproduction and
production theorists found in critical pedagogy (Weiler, 1988). The Frankfurt school has
been fundamental to radical pedagogy in that it has consistently encouraged a macro,
institutional analysis of systems of education.

Gramsci’s contributions regarding the concept of hegemony (Weiler, 1988;
Kreisberg, 1992) and its application to the perpetuation of dominant ideologies in
schooling has been helpful in capturing what education systems overtly and covertly
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reproduce unless consciously interrupted by the work of radical, liberatory educators.
Gramsci’s original formulation of the term was used to describe a prevailing set of
cultural beliefs, either oppressive or liberatory depending on the context. U.S. educators,
however, have chosen to use the term singularly as a reference to the dominant,
oppressive cultural ideologies (Giroux, 1983; McLaren 1994). Gramscfs notion of
counter-hegemony and “that consciousness (which) is capable of critique and
transformation” (Weiler, 1988, p. 13) have been vital contributions to production
theorists and their commitment to the creation of social change through education.

Foucault has contributed greatly to the radical education literature through his
examination of the relationship between knowledge and power (Gore, 1993; Kreisberg,
1992; Fillingham, 1993). Essentially, Foucault states that knowledge is power and that
this power is exerted through language and social discourse to create “regimes of truth”
that define who we are as people (Gore, 1993; Fillingham, 1993). These regimes of truth
are socially constructed by those possessing social, political, and cultural power and are
thus able to dictate not only our actions but our internal senses of self. This social
construction implies that social ideologies are historically and culturally relative and thus
our ideas of absolute “Cultural Truth” are really manifestations of what the dominant
culture chooses to produce. In this way, Foucault first highlights the power inherent in the
ability to socially construct knowledge, and second posits the possibility of creating
change via the social deconstruction of these same “Cultural Truths”.
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Some Major Social and Political Influences
The 1970s witnessed the development of several powerful liberation movements.
Three of these, the Civil Rights Movement, the Women’s Movement, and the Student
Movement, give rise to specific educational practices reflecting the political and cultural
focus of that movement. The Civil Rights Movement gave rise to multicultural education
(Banks & Banks, 1989) as a discreet field and focus in educational practices. Beginning
as a way to honor differences, “heroes and holidays” (Nieto, 1992, p.211-212)
multicultural education has evolved significantly over the approximately 40 years of its
existence. Multicultural education has shifted from mere inclusion to a commitment to
social change that leads to empowerment for all on both the individual and societal
scales. It has also undergone a transformation from a field that focused primarily on
issues of race and ethnicity to include a focus on class, gender, disability issues and
sexual orientation and overall issues of social inequality.

Two significant educational practices grew out of the Women's Movement. The
first was the promulgation of consciousness raising groups, and the second was the
creation of women's studies programs in institutions of higher education across the
country. Consciousness raising gave legitimacy to grassroots education and placed
personal sharing and the lived experiences of women squarely in the realm of knowledge
production (Sarachild, 1973). Women engaged in this process brought their life
experiences to bear on all aspects of the culture and society and used their shared
consciousness to create their own truth as well as produce new knowledge. Specific
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examples of this can be seen in the publication of Our Bodies, Ourselves (Boston
Women’s Health Collective, 1984) and in the creation of Ms. magazine.

The development of women’s studies programs in colleges and universities all
across the country impacted education in two ways. First, the commitment to
consciousness raising brought women’s experiences and lives into the classroom and thus
transformed the traditional pedagogical style of lecture and “banking” (Freire, 1970) into
one where dialogue was central. In addition, these programs brought women’s history and
other academic information out of the invisible margins and into the center of the canon.

The Student Movement, often led by the Students for a Democratic Society,
which began at universities like the University of California at Berkeley quickly spread to
colleges and universities across the country. During the late 1960s and early 1970s
campus policies such as en loco parentis and programs like ROTC were abandoned while
student concerns were increasingly incorporated into the academy and student agency in
education was on the rise. The shootings at Kent State University on May 4, 1970 (Zinn,
1980) galvanized the organizing of students and the presence of student voice in higher
education, politics, and overall social policy in the United States. Paralleling the rise of
the Student Movement was the increased popularity of human development and
humanistic education. The social changes of the time led campuses across the country to
look for new and more empowering ways of teaching. Humanistic education's emphasis
on self-actualization, holistic development, and attention to process (Patterson, 1973)
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provided a vehicle for such development. As a result, many teacher education programs
began to incorporate training that encouraged teachers to be reflective practitioners as
they engaged in their teaching.

The interrelation of these educational trends and social / political changes, which
seemed to emerge and explode around the same time, led to a great deal of change in
pedagogy during the 1960s and 1970s. It is in this climate of radical pedagogy and of
opening up the previously accepted limits of traditional education that the notion of
exploring educator authority in the classroom arose. In each respective pedagogical
“area"’, this question was looked at in different ways but in all areas it was broached in
some fashion or another. In critical pedagogy, power and authority were interrogated in
terms of the systemic nature of power and how educators are products of a larger social
order that serves to reproduce dominant ideologies. Multicultural education examined
racial and ethnic identity and how to create change by bringing racial equity to the center.
Women’s studies and feminist pedagogy explored the nature of classroom power as it
relates to gender dynamics. Humanistic education and teacher education examined
educator power as it pertained to facilitating participant's exploration of self-awareness
and actualization while also nurturing the growth of students in the classroom.

The Gap in the Literature

These educational and historical movements are part of the landscape that
produced the gap in the literature’s discussion of and reflection on educator power which
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was, for the most part, polarized and specific. Exceptions such as Kreisberg’s
Transforming Power and Manke’s Classroom Power Relations address power issues in a
manner that is not overly specific nor tied singularly to theory or practice. However, the
bulk of the current pedagogical literature addresses educator power in either theoretical or
methodological terms with little connection between the two or attention to the
complexity of their interaction. The lack of connection between theory and method has
created a “gap” in the literature and has consequently led to a gap in our overall
understanding of the issue of educator power in the classroom. More specifically, the
theoretical discussion of educator power is highly abstract and makes little mention of
classroom practice or ways for educators to transform their power use in their teaching.
This conversation is limited by its inaccessible language and inapplicability to the
classroom. In contrast, the methodological literature on educator power discusses it in a
“cook book” fashion, emphasizing “how to” lists of instructional skills to either empower
students or manage classrooms. This literature’s focus on method translates into an
inadequate theory base and does not effectively support educators in understanding the
nature of educator power in the classroom. Neither of these strands in the literature
provide a framework to understand the interrelationships between aspects of educator
power in the classroom.

Theoretical Understanding of Educator Power In the Classroom
Literature describing theory on educator power represents an abstract and mostly
theoretical discussion of educator power or authority in the classroom. Aspects such as
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the role, values and political beliefs and agenda or goals of the educator in the classroom
are discussed. Also mentioned are educators’ biases regarding the nature of education and
attitudes toward social change. This literature focuses on one of two perspectives: radical
pedagogy and its focus on social change and empowerment, or traditional pedagogy and
its focus on student skill development and successful functioning in the job market and
dominant society. These literatures state that educator power should be used either to
empower students and create change in and out of the classroom (McLaren, 1994b) or to
“bank” students and maintain traditional educational norms (Bloom, 1987, p. 344).
Examples of educator power used in radical education include teaching students to
critically participate in a democratic society and supporting them in creating change in
their everyday lives (Dewey 1916, 1938; Giroux and McLaren, 1986, 1994; McLaren,
1994b; Simon, 1992; Giroux, 1983). Examples of the traditional use of power in
education include the situating of knowledge production solely with the educator,
encouraging students to learn and participate in ways that mirror the dominant cultural
ideology, and managing the classroom such that student voice is second to the educator's
(D’Souza, 1991; Bloom, 1987; Shrigley, 1985 and 1986; Blanford, 1998).

The theoretical discussion of why educators use power in certain ways is often so
abstract that it is rarely applicable to actual classroom situations. Forgoing the possibility
of applicability in the classroom, those speaking of educator power in this theme seek
instead to lay an ideological foundation upon which others can formulate practical
methods of implementation. Critical pedagogues such as Henry Giroux assert that it is not
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possible or feasible to investigate the specifics of what radical educators can do in the
classroom because each teaching situation is so context dependent (Gore, 1993). For
Giroux, critical pedagogues are to establish a theoretical foundation for transformative
education and classroom educators are to apply it to their teaching environments as they
see fit (Gore, 1993, 36-37). Many of the descriptions in this theme reflect Giroux’s
position by speaking only to the ideological perspective that one should have regarding
teaching, knowledge production, and the relationship of the school to the society while
offering few specific applications of these theories. As a result, educator power in the
classroom is primarily connected to institutional and cultural systems of power and not
discussed on the classroom or individual level in concrete ways. Certainly the individual
educator is represented in this literature but often only as an example of a larger cultural
system or institutional body.

Practical Understanding of Educator Power In the Classroom
This segment of the literature addresses the practical portion of the dichotomous
discussion of power in the literature and considers what educators actually do with their
power in the classroom. Like the theoretical perspective, this literature can be divided into
two ideological perspectives: the “empowering*’ and the “banking’*. The empowering
perspective can be examined in three areas: empowering students, creating an
empowering classroom environment, and becoming an empowering educator.
“Empowering students” is the most discussed area of “empowerment” and the literature
on this topic is rife with examples of what teachers can do to empower the students in
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their classes (Shor, 1992; Adams and Welsch, 1999; and Oakes and Lipton, 1999).
Likewise, there is ample literature addressing the steps one can take in creating a
classroom environment conducive to student empowerment and learning, including topics
like student-centered classroom management (Fennimore, 1995) or creating inclusive
learning communities (Rodriguez, 1999). And finally, there are resources directed toward
educators and what they need to consider when attempting to be an empowering educator
(Noel, 2000; Brookfield, 1995; hooks, 1994). “Banking” educational practices can be
further explicated by, for example, investigating classroom management and discipline
practices that maintain traditional education (Banner and Cannon, 1997; Denscombe,
1985 ). The conversation in this theme is very explicit and addresses concrete ways of
using one’s power in the classroom such as the need to maintain order through discipline
in the classroom (Banner and Cannon, 1997). Overall, the “banking” theme underscores
the power of the teacher and the centrality of the teacher’s presence in the process of
learning (Freire, 1970).

A major failing of this literature is its belief that to simply change an aspect of an
educator’s practice will lead to significant change in their overall pedagogy. The efficacy
of behavioral modification will not be argued in this study and yet to rely so heavily on
the specifics of such curricular or pedagogical changes leaves this literature ineffective at
capturing the depth and breadth of the issue of educator power in the classroom.
Prescriptive curriculum designs and “how to” lists of teaching strategies do not
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necessarily lead to a student-centered or empowering classroom. This literature fails to
acknowledge this point.

Summary of the Two Portions of the Literature
In both of these strands in the literature power is discussed as it resides outside of
the educator. This is seen in the theoretical literature by the preponderance of references
to cultural, institutional, and systematic representations of power in the classroom but
little conversation about how those larger aspects of power reside specifically within the
educator. For example, in talking about the power associated with being white in the
classroom, there are numerous references to institutional and cultural racism and the
social power derived from that, but little mention of how a white educator manifests
white privilege in the classroom. More significantly, there is little reference to how a
white educator can reflect on their white identity, on how they gain power and privilege
from it, and how they can transform their use of it in the classroom.

The practical literature attempts to remedy this lack of personal application and in
the process fails to tie the use of power in empowering students to any substantive theory
or ideology. The result are curricular suggestions and reflection activities that have some
immediate effect but do not touch on the deeper, more rooted aspects of power in an
educator's pedagogy. Thus, there is an incomplete discussion and associated lack of
understanding of what educator power really is, where it comes from, and how we use it
in overt and covert ways in the classroom.
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Persistence of the Gap
The gap in the pedagogical literature regarding educator power persists for a
number of reasons. One key factor is the educational backlash, disguised as educational
“reform”, of the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s. With the publication of such
reports as A Nation At Risk (1983), a Reagan-endorsed government document targeting
liberal public schooling, there was a push for “back to basics” education. This meant a
return to the traditional banking classroom practices where the teacher controls the
knowledge and students are to receive this knowledge and demonstrate their mastery of it
through testing and regurgitation. A Nation at Risk (1983) laid the foundation for a
government initiated and funded shift in educational focus, forcing radical educators into
the reactive position of defending their use of liberatory educational practices and
philosophies and thus halting the growth in the analysis of educator power.

In reaction, one group of educators, primarily critical (Giroux, 1983; McLaren,
1994a; Apple, 1982; Livingstone, 1987) and feminist pedagogues (Gore, 1993) seemed to
move to the terrain of the philosophical debate, perhaps trying to fight the traditionalists
on their own ground. This resulted in the fortification of the body of theories addressing
radical and critical pedagogy. Another group of educators, primarily multicultural
educators and social justice educators, attempted to fight the conservative curricular
changes by making their pedagogical message more accessible and applicable in the
classroom. They produced a great deal of curricular “how to” literature that was
successful in helping educators bring empowering activities into the classroom. Both the
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theoretical conversation and the practical guidelines provided insight and appreciation of
issues of power in the classroom and added significantly to the overall empowering
educational literature. However, neither of these camps of radical educators and their
published works addressed the underlying issues of dominance and power in the
classroom in any comprehensive and connected way (Banks, 1991b; Schniedewind,
1987). By forcing radical educators into this reactive position, the conservative attack on
progressive and critical pedagogy slowed the progress of the radical and progressive
pedagogy movement. The gap between theory and practice regarding educator power in
the classroom was exacerbated.

A second reason for the maintenance of the gap in the current literature on
educator power is the general cultural shift regarding education from intellectual,
cognitive, and emotional development to job skills training. Schools, teachers, and
curriculum became commodities and the “property” of big business and corporate values
in the late 1970s. This trend continued through the 1980s as the economic realities in this
country changed (McLaren, 1994b; Giroux, 1983). The belief that the United States
would continue global economic dominance was erased with the rapidly expanding global
markets and the rise of international competition. Suddenly, the U.S. education system
was being called upon to produce “reliable” and “innovative” workers that would
compete with Japan and other countries in this global market place. The purpose of
schooling now became the re-establishment of U.S. economic dominance. This shift
resulted in a tacit dismissal of the ideas of radical and liberatory pedagogy. This
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commodification of education was but one result of the so-called “educational reform”
(Apple and Beane, 1995). In this uncertain economic time, the U.S. society as a whole
turned to education to help solve this economic dilemma and in the process changed the
priorities of education from intellectual to economic development. As a result, the focus
on educator classroom power became somewhat commodified as well, turning the
discussion to notions of “sharing power”, “empowering students”, and “educational
practices” guaranteed to lead to democratic classrooms (Shor and Freire, 1987). Lost was
the possibility of a more self-directed and in-depth critique of educator power.

In summary, the gap in the literature, set up by a number of educational and
historical movements, was exacerbated by two recent political and economic trends: a
conservative backlash which diverted the attention of the radical education movements
from an investigation of educator power in the classroom, and a declining economic
situation in the U.S. which demanded that the educational system respond. Recently a
deeper discussion of educator power has been broached by authors such as bell hooks
(1994), Elizabeth Ellsworth (1989), Seth Kreisberg (1992), Elizabeth Tisdell (1993), Ira
Shor (1996), and Mary Manke (1997) to name a few. Though these authors undertake the
discussion of educator power and authority in a more meaningful and broad-based way,
there is still a limitation regarding the depth, breadth, and overall efficacy of the
discussion. This study addresses that limitation and seeks to extend our understanding of
the underlying factors of an educator's power in the classroom.

19

Significance of the Study
Research shows that educators, in addition to conveying knowledge, are cultural
workers who wield enormous power in the classroom. Education is not and has never
been a neutral act (Freire, 1970) and the literature is clear that whether progressive or
“traditional”, educators are never devoid of power in the classroom. The inherency of
educator power and the depth of its impact make raising educator consciousness about
their power vital to the overall teaching process. The inability of an educator to perceive
how their power is playing out in the classroom can have sweeping affects on students
and this study contributes to the educational knowledge base in two significant ways.
First, it raises important pedagogical questions about educator power, what it is, and how
it is used in the classroom. Second, this study contributes to classroom practice by
providing a tangible and accessible model to help educators in any context reflect on their
use of power in the classroom and use that reflection in the ongoing development of their
practice.

This discussion is not limited to social justice educators or even teacher educators.
The process of questioning our practice cuts across all educational contexts and
disciplines and strikes a deep chord for all those engaged in education. Because there is
no educational setting where the power of the educator does not influence their practice
and the experience of their students, this conversation will benefit the fourth grade social
studies teacher as much as it will benefit the university physics professor.
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Organization of the Study
Chapter One presents the research questions, background of the study, and an
historical understanding of the educational forces that led to the development of the gap
in the literature. Chapter Two examines this gap through an exploration of the literature
and presents a model developed from my analysis of this literature. This model, the
Spheres of Educator Power model, is used as a template for the research design discussed
in Chapter Three. In Chapter Four, four key “strands” of data are presented. These strands
represent participant definitions of power and where they think it comes from, participant
perceptions of their use of power versus their actual practice, participant reflections on
aspects of the observations, and a cross-analysis of the gaps between perceptions and
practice of participants. Chapter Five provides and analysis of the data presented in
Chapter Four, presents the Sites of Educator Power model, and considers how this model
can assist educators in becoming more aware of their power in the classroom. Chapter Six
provides a summary of the research and recommendations for further study.

Summary
This study examines the gap in the literature’s discussion of educator power by
researching whether a comparable gap exists in actual practice. The omnipresence of
educator power in the classroom and its impact on the educational environment make the
premise of this study fundamental to teaching and learning. If such a gap is found, the
model developed from the literature review in Chapter Two will be used to develop a new
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praxis model for teachers to assist them in becoming more conscious of their classroom
power and how it is used.
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CHAPTER 2
REPRESENTATIONS OF EDUCATOR POWER IN THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter provides a review of the literature associated with educator power. It
begins with a presentation of my working assumptions regarding educator power to
provide an understanding of the lens through which the literature is reviewed followed an
overview of the bodies of literature reviewed for this study and an analysis of their
contributions to the discussion of educator power. The Spheres of Educator Power Model,
is then presented to organize and better understand the literature’s treatment of educator
power in the classroom.

Working Assumptions of this Study
Pedagogical Beliefs and Values Undergirding this Review
Paulo Freire (1970) has stated that the power present in the process of knowledge
production and possession makes education inherently political and in its best form
education should empower individuals to create positive change for individuals and
societies. This study agrees that education has the potential to create deep, fundamental
change and in order to do so must be rooted in an ideological base that values democratic
and student-centered teaching focused on self-awareness, social critique, and ultimately
social change. In this study dialogue, critical thinking, and experiential activities are
among the pedagogical tools considered helpful for students and teachers in achieving
these goals. Traditional pedagogical methods, although useful in conveying information
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en masse, are not considered the most effective tool for student empowerment and are
thought to actually maintain traditional power structures in the classroom. This study is
framed with these pedagogical beliefs in mind and assumes that education which
encourages student participation will provide greater change and empowerment
opportunities for students and reflection and development opportunities for teachers.

Working Assumptions Regarding Educator Power
A primary assumption of this study is that power is inherent in every classroom
and educational setting. Critical educators such as Shor (1992), Kreisberg (1992) and
hooks (1994) note the power given to the educator as soon as she walks into the room.
This form of institutional bequeathment shows how the role of the “teacher” carries
power. Freire (1970) also believes that there is and always will be a power dynamic in the
classroom. He contends that the educator has information and thus power and sees this as
unproblematic so long as the educator uses that power to create systems that will
ultimately tear down those very power structures. Foucault (Gore, 1993; Fillingham,
1993) also discusses the power of information and makes the connection of knowledge to
power. They state that power is merely a product of each culture's regime of truth. Power,
then, is socially constructed and an inevitable part of society. This study proceeds from
the assumption that educator power and authority are an inextricable part of the
classroom.
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A second key assumption of this study is that to dichotomize power in simplistic
relations such as “oppressive” and “liberating” does not speak to the institutional and
individual complexity of relationships of power and the vast continuum between these
poles. Romer and Whipple (1991) contend that “Power, like knowledge, is a social
construct; and like all social constructs, it is not static” (p. 66), power therefore is neither
inherently oppressive nor liberating. According to Foucault (in Gore, 1993), power
follows the dictates of those who use it in the relationship that generates it. Power exists
in relationship implying that an oppressor needs the oppressed to collude on some level
in order for the power to be oppressive. This is discussed in the work of Albert Memmi
(1965) and his considerations of the relationship between the colonized and the colonizer
and the power that the former must give to the latter in order to maintain an oppressive
system. Kreisberg (1992) also discusses the “nature” of power and concludes that power
is not inherently liberating or oppressive. In his analysis, power as domination is one
possible outcome but not the only one. He concludes that the choice of “power with”
versus “power over” is dependent upon the intentions of its use. This study is based on
the assumption that all power holds the possibility of being empowering or oppressive.

A third key assumption of this study is that it is impossible for educators to “give
up” their power in the classroom. O'Hair and Blase (1992) state that “teacher power is
always present” and that teaching is never a neutral act. This study proceeds from the
contentions of Freire (1970), Macedo (1994), and Shor (1992) that education, regardless
of context or content, is always political and therefore always dealing with issues of
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power. As such, this study also assumes that it is impossible for a teacher to “give up”
their power in the classroom since it is not possible to give up something intrinsic to the
role of the educator in the classroom. There is no way one can ever strip themselves of
their power when they are teaching in any type of institutional or formal context. Barnard
(1994) states, “Teaching can never be a neutral activity: the ways we define our
disciplines, the texts we teach, the ways in which we teach them, the ways we set up our
classrooms, the methods by which we evaluate our students - all these choices...embody
specific ideological assumptions and have far-reaching effects both inside and outside the
classroom” (p. 26). Social identities such as race, class, gender and institutional
conference, for example, are lucid examples that one cannot “give up" the systemic
power of being white or the power of grading given to educators by institutions. This
assumption contests the idea that to do away with educator power in the classroom will
create an empowering classroom for students. Rather, this study proposes that instead of
attempting to give up power, it is important for educators to reflect on and change their
use of power in the classroom. The existence and inextricable nature of educator power is
a primary assumption of this study.

A Review of the Principal Bodies of Literature Addressing Educator Power
The following review examines two sets of literature on educator power in the
classroom. The first set includes critical pedagogy, feminist pedagogy. Black feminist
pedagogy, multicultural education, social justice education, humanistic education, and
teacher education. The second set includes the literature on literacy, English education.
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and non-formal education. Each area contributes a particular perspective regarding power
and authority bom out of its historical, ideological, and pedagogical goals and contexts.

Critical Pedagogy
Critical pedagogy is a body of educational theory focused on creating “a critical
democracy, individual freedom, social justice and social change - a revitalized public
sphere characterized by citizens capable of confronting public issues critically through
ongoing forms of public debate and social action” (Ellsworth 1989, 300). Fundamental to
this literature is the belief that the critical empowerment of students makes the
deconstruction of social systems that hold the dominant, traditional ideology in place
possible (Giroux and McLaren, 1994: Freire, 1970, Freire, 1973; Apple and Beane, 1995;
Gore, 1993; Simon, 1992). Critical pedagogy “challenges teachers and students to
empower themselves for social change, to advance democracy and equality as they
advance their literacy and knowledge” (Shor 1993, p.25). Central to understanding critical
pedagogy is the work of Paulo Freire (1970, 1973) and his strong emphasis on studentcentered, dialogical, liberatory, and problem-posing education. Freire's approach is
important to this study of power because “virtually all the critical pedagogy or
emancipatory education literature has been influenced by Freire's (1971) work since he
directly deals with the role of education in altering the nature of power relations” (Tisdell
1993, p.204). Ideas such as “a pedagogy of possibility” (Simon, 1992), the educator being
a “transformative intellectual” (Giroux and McLaren, 1986), “critical consciousness"
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(Freire, 1970, 1973), and “empowering education” (Shor, 1992) have arisen out of this
literature.

Critical pedagogy’s importance to this study is its mention of power and authority
as they relate to an agenda of social change, empowerment, and critical analysis. Critical
pedagogues explicitly acknowledge the dynamics of educator power in the classroom and
stress that the educator has a responsibility in using that power to empower students to
create change (Gore, 1993). In critical pedagogy, educator power is problematic until it is
used to empower students, at which point it is redefined as “emancipatory authority”
(Giroux and McLaren, 1986). “Emancipatory authority’s” connection to empowerment
and social change often allows critical pedagogues to overlook the need to investigate
educator power on a deeper level.

Feminist Pedagogy
An analysis of the literature on feminist pedagogy reveals five significant
contributions to an understanding of educator classroom power. First, it adds a gender /
social identity element to the questions of power and authority that other areas often lack.
Specifically the issues of women and gendered teaching are brought from margin to
center (hooks, 1981; 1994) while patriarchal structures (Lewis, 1993), gender bias
(Gabriel and Smithson, 1990), gender norms in teaching (Weiler, 1988), and feminist
teaching (Schniedewind, 1987; Shrewsbury, 1993; Omolade, 1987; Gore, 1993 and 1995;
Culley and Portuges, 1985) are also explored. The investigation of power in these areas
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involving social identity serves as an important basis for much of the analysis of educator
power and authority (Tisdell, 1993, p. 204) in this study.

A second contribution of the literature on feminist pedagogy is its perspective on
consciousness raising and the belief that the personal is political and therefore valuable in
the classroom (hooks 1981, 1994). This ideology supports the student-centered classroom
and the notion that knowledge is co-constructed with students (Schniedewind, 1987;
Culley and Portuges, 1985). This literature introduces a positive focus on self-awareness
for the educator in the classroom (Weiler, 1988) and provides part of the foundation for
the reflective model developed in this study. A third contribution from feminist pedagogy
is the solid focus on classroom practices and the provision of a theoretical construct
through which classroom practices can be examined (Schniedewind, 1987; Maher, 1985).
“Feminist pedagogy is a theory about the teaching/leaming process that guides our choice
of classroom practices by providing criteria to evaluate specific educational strategies and
techniques in terms of the desired course goals or outcomes” (Shrewsbury 1993, p. 166).

In addition, the specific genre of Black feminist pedagogy (Omolade, 1987) is
significant to this study because Black feminists have consistently been at the forefront of
combining issues of social identity, oppression, personal experience, and liberation.
Concrete understandings of sharing power via coalitions and group activism have been
brought into the larger body of feminist studies and radical pedagogy as a result of the
work of Black feminists. This awareness of the connections between oppressions has led
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to an increased understanding of the complexities of power and authority in the classroom
and has helped to expand the ideas of the sources of educator power discussed later in this
study. Authors such as bell hooks (1993), Barbara Omolade (1987), Erlene Stetson
(1985), Johnelle Butler (1985), and Johnetta B. Cole (1993) are excellent examples of
this perspective.

Finally, feminist pedagogy is also valuable to this study because it is one of the
few areas where authors are discussing power and authority in the classroom in an
explicit manner (Ng, Staton, and Scane, 1995; Friedman, 1985; Culley, 1985; RopersHuilman, 1998). We see this in the work of bell hooks (1989):
“we must acknowledge that our role as teacher is a position of power over others.
We can use that power in ways that diminish or in ways that enrich and it is this
choice that should distinguish feminist pedagogy from ways of teaching that
reinforce domination” (p.52).
Feminist pedagogy’s commitment to liberatory education and to the deconstruction of
traditionally male ideologies of power does not reduce the feminist classroom to a power
vacuum. Instead, feminist pedagogy acknowledges the sexist element in power as we
conceive it traditionally and urges educators to use this awareness to reconceptualize what
classroom power means. Culley (1985) uses “the words ‘power' and
‘authority’...deliberately... as a challenge to the commonly held notion that a feminist
classroom is one where power and authority have somehow disappeared” (p. 211).
Shrewsbury (1993) understands power in feminist pedagogy in terms of empowerment
and conceives of it as “energy, capacity, and potential rather than as domination” (p. 168).
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Though excellent in its gender analysis of power, most feminist pedagogy still does not
fully problematize classroom power regarding whiteness, class, or Western thought
because of the predominance of white, middle class thinking in its theoretical lens. This
was a principal critique of the second wave of the women’s movement, which also gave
rise to women’s studies, it often holds true for the academic production bom from that
movement.

Multicultural Education
A third body of literature reviewed is that of multicultural education. Not all of
the literature in this field speaks to the issue of educator power and authority and this
review focuses on that segment of the literature that seems to have a perspective that
Sleeter and Grant (1987) term “multicultural education that is social reconstructionist.”
One goal of this form of multicultural education is to teach students to critically think
about and deconstruct the social systems around them and reconstruct new, more
egalitarian ones. This process of discussing institutional and systemic aspects of
oppression and liberation raises the question of power and authority in multicultural
education and addresses how social identities affect those power issues.

According to James Banks (1989) multicultural education grew out of the Civil
Rights Movement and in its early inception was focused primarily on issues of racial
justice in schools. In his opinion, it is not only an idea but also a reform movement and a
process (p. 2). Carl Grant (1994) elaborates on this by stating that multicultural education

31

“is a concept built upon the philosophical ideals of freedom, justice, equality, equity, and
human dignity” (p. 4). He also states that, “multicultural education is a process that
...informs all academic disciplines and other aspects of the curriculum” and prepares
students to work toward social change (1994, p.4). Grant’s description of multicultural
education as being a process is informative but fails to elaborate on the nature of that
process. Nieto (2000) expands on the process of multicultural education by stating that it
is “above all a process” (p.315) that is ongoing and dynamic, involves relationships
among people, and focuses on such intangibles as teachers’ expectations, learning
environments, students’ learning styles. She later states that “this process is too often
relegated to a secondary position, because content is easier to handle and has speedier
results” (p. 317-318).

Significant to this study is how Nieto (2000) opens the door for an analysis of
power and authority, although she herself does not directly look at or name power. She
states, “because it (multicultural education) uses critical pedagogy as its underlying
philosophy and focuses on knowledge, reflection and action (praxis) as the basis for
social change, multicultural education promotes the democratic principles of social
justice” (p.305). It is in the process of examining the content and processes within
schools that multicultural education begins to discuss the power and authority of the
educator in the classroom. This discussion, however, is often limited to curriculum and
instructional practices and does not investigate the deeper issues concerning educator
power and authority (Sleeter and Grant 1987, p. 432).
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Social Justice Education
Another area investigated, social justice education, is relatively new with respect
to other pedagogies. Certainly the goal of social justice is an integral part of the other
literatures, but only recently has the area of social justice education begun to establish an
identity and literature base of its own. Bom out of human development, identity
development, social psychology (sociology, organizational development, group
dynamics) and feminist theory literatures, social justice education has forged its own
niche in the literature by focusing on teaching and training about oppression, liberation,
and social change.
“The goal of social justice education is full and equal participation of all groups in
a society that is mutually shaped to meet their needs. The process for attaining
(this) goal ...should also be democratic and participatory, inclusive and affirming
of human agency and human capacities for working collaboratively to create
change” (Adams, et. al. 1997, p. 3-4).
Working toward this end, the educational goal for social justice education is to create
academic content and processes that facilitate student participation and empowerment.
Authors such as Adams, Bell, and Griffin (1997); Yeskel (1995), Andrzejewski (1993b);
and Kreisberg (1992) have most clearly brought the discussion of social justice education
into the classroom.

In this literature, power is viewed as something that occurs institutionally,
culturally, and individually (Katz, 1978), that is intimately connected to one’s social
group identities (Andrzejewski, 1993b; Yeskel, 1995), that can be both liberatory and
oppressive (Kreisberg, 1992), that must be named in the classroom environment (Yeskel,
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1995), and which requires self awareness (Bell, Washington, Weinstein, and Love, 1997).
According to Adams et. al. (1997) this process involves what Kreisberg (1992) calls
“power with” versus a “power over” paradigm because “power with” creates possibilities
for student agency and empowerment in the classroom. In his book Transforming Power:
Domination, Empowerment, and Education (1992) Kreisberg elaborates on this notion of
“power with” by stating that ‘‘‘‘Power with ...challenges us to rethink our categories, our
frameworks, our underlying assumptions, and ultimately our grand analyses of how
power functions...” (p. 61). Kreisberg points out that power is not inherently a positive or
negative force but that it is a force in relation to others and that it is dependent upon
context, motivation, and manifestation as to whether it will be “power over” or “power
with”.

One way that the literature on social justice education informs my study is through
its examination of systemic issues of power and domination / subordination dynamics in
very concrete terms. For example, where critical pedagogy refers to the classism inherent
in academic tracking on a general level, social justice education explores the race, gender,
class, and disability dynamics of who is being tracked and what can be done to change the
tracking system. A second benefit of this literature is that it calls into question the
pedagogical role of power. For example, Kreisberg (1992) asks “What are the nature and
dynamics of power relations in the empowering classrooms?” (p. 22). Though the answer
to this question often does not address fully the issue of educator power, the posing of the
questions opens the door in a way other literatures do not. A third benefit of social justice
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education is that it incorporates self awareness into the process of educating for social
justice. The human development and social psychological roots of this body of literature
make the incorporation of self awareness an accepted part of an educator’s teaching
process, thus supporting the need for educators to be more self aware regarding their use
of power and authority in the classroom.

Humanistic Education and Self Awareness
A fifth body of literature explored in this study is that of humanistic education.
According to C.H. Patterson (1973) the goal of humanistic education “...is to produce
human, or humane, beings, whole beings, not automatons or intellects, but thinking,
feeling, living -- or acting — persons; persons who can love, feel deeply, expand their
inner selves, create, and who continue the process of self-education" (p. 22). Embedded
in this reference are the pedagogical, epistemological, and indirectly, the ontological
perspectives of humanistic education which encourage educators to be reflective
practitioners and strive for increasingly aware, empowering, and open ways of teaching.
Ideally, a humanistic educator should create a space where students are encouraged to
explore themselves and investigate their own truths. Much of the literature in this field
offers practical, pedagogical information for the implementation of humanistic education.
A major contribution of humanistic education to an understanding of educator power has
been its focus on self-awareness and the ongoing process of action and reflection as well
as to providing tools for making content meaningful, for structuring learning
experientially, for integrating intellectual and emotional development, and for creating
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supportive, cooperative, and democratic learning environments (Bell and Schniedewind,
1987).

Given the focus on self awareness, the examination of educator power in this
literature is surprisingly limited. I believe this is due first to the fact that humanistic
education conceptualizes power on an individual level and therefore misses aspects of
classroom power related to institutional, societal, and cultural factors. An analysis of the
educator’s power relative to systemic and institutional levels of power, such as white
privilege or the power of the educator role, is not undertaken. Bell and Schniedewind
(1987) note this weakness of humanistic education, and propose the integration of critical
theory into humanistic education to foster a more comprehensive understanding of social
change and power.

Like other radical pedagogies, humanistic education has fallen prey to the
conservative backlash and in response, has moved from a process and reflection-oriented
discussion of teaching to one that is more mechanized and based in skill development for
educators (McDaniel, 1984). This movement leaves humanistic education’s self
awareness component addressing educator power on a surface level only and not
examining the roots of power and authority in the classroom. Nevertheless, this literature
does lay a basic foundation for self-reflection in the teaching process.
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Other references to self-awareness were found in the helping profession and
teaching methods literature. These literatures placed an emphasis on the processes of
engendering self awareness in those in one’s therapy sessions or classes as well as in the
therapist or educator herself. References to the “the ethical self’ (McGrory, 1996), self¬
acceptance (Agne, 1996), self-awareness relative to social identity and multicultural
classrooms (Richardson and Molinaro, 1996), and “cultural self-awareness” (Chisolm,
I.M., 1994) are the most common in this literature. This literature significantly benefits
this research by providing a reflective foundation for this study’s development of a praxis
model of self reflection for teachers regarding educator power in the classroom.

Teacher Education
Teacher education literature encompasses a vast array of foci including
educational psychology, learning style theory, instructional practices, discipline and
classroom management, and curricular design to name a few. Not all of these areas make
reference to educator power or authority and thus, I have not investigated every aspect of
the teacher education literature. Some of the goals of teacher education are to prepare pre¬
service teachers (Brookfield 1991, 1995; Britzman 1986, 1991; Andrzejewski, 1993a;
Tisdell, 1993), to conduct research on the processes of teaching (Oyler, 1996; Giroux and
McLaren, 1986; Gore, 1993), and to develop new methodologies for classroom
instruction (Shrigley 1985, 1986; Sikes Scering 1997; Sleeter, 1991).
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Teacher education literature varies greatly in its analysis of educator power and
authority in the classroom. Regarding classroom practices, Oyler (1996) discusses
educator power in terms of how to teach in a way that supports student voice and agency
in the classroom while Dittmar (1999) supports the role of conflict in teaching in diverse
classrooms. Gay (1999) writes about socio-economic and linguistic gaps between teacher
and students and what teacher education programs can do to address the social identity
and power differentials inherent there. Andrzejewski (1993a) and McIntosh (1990)
discusses power in terms of curriculum design and how social justice configures into the
planning of one’s curriculum. Other teacher educators discuss power in terms of
classroom discipline (Shrigley 1985,1986 ). No one, however, is investigating the deeper
roots of the educator’s power and authority in the classroom. This is a significant issue
when we consider that teacher education represents one of the central sources of an
educator’s understanding of power and authority in the classroom and carries a great deal
of influence on educators and their conceptions of power.

Classroom Management
Classroom management is intimately tied to how an educator exercises their
power in the classroom. An examination of this literature has shown a preponderance of
literature suggesting mechanistic and practice-oriented strategies (Glasser, 1986;
Blanford, 1998; Brown, Earlam, and Race, 1995) with an additional consideration of the
educator being well trained and thoughtful in implementing the management strategies
(DiGiulio, 1995). Lipton and Oakes (1999) come close to examining the power of an
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educator relative to the issues of classroom management, but still the focus for the
majority of this literature remains on the students, learning objectives, and desired
outcomes for the behavior of the class. In this literature, the focus of awareness for the
educator is on the many dimensions of discipline, management, student behavior, and
educator biases (Fennimore, 1995; Jones and Jones, 1998) relative to their power in the
classroom, but does not explicitly examine deeper issues of power in terms of how an
educator chooses to manage their classrooms.

Reflective Teaching
The reflective teaching literature tends to focus more on practice and technique
rather than on the personal or interpersonal aspects of teaching. One contribution from
this literature is the notion of being a critically reflective teacher (Brookfield, 1995) and
that reflective teaching is an essential part of skillful teaching (Brookfield, 1991). This
concept assumes that effective teaching requires an educator to frequently examine both
their content and process in the classroom and shed light on those areas where their
content or process are not matching their goals for the classroom. Kruse (1997) also
connects active reflection on one’s teaching to the overall efficacy of an educator in the
classroom. Krol (1997) adds to the discussion by defining “reflective practice” while
Malone and Tulbert (1996) define reflective teaching as being “centered teaching”. All
authors echoed the ideas of Bell, Washington, Weinstein and Love (1997) in that
reflection on one’s practice needs to be woven into the everyday practice of all educators.
There is a growing body of literature addressing this topic, much of it being recently
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developed (Tertell, Klein, and Jewett, 1998), spanning all educational contexts, levels,
and content. This area of literature plays an essential role in this study as it underscores
the fundamental need for awareness and on-going reflection in one’s practice.

Faculty Development
Faculty development is an established literature but has undergone a great deal of
growth over the last decade. The traditional forms of faculty development are geared
toward helping faculty design more effective lectures, develop more interesting
assignments, and consider alternative evaluation methodologies. Brinkley et.al. (1999)
exemplify this in their book The Chicago Handbook for teachers: A Practical Guide to
the College Classroom where they focus on the very basics of leading discussions,
organizing and delivering lectures, and developing appropriate modes of assessment.
Recently this literature has expanded to include issues of teaching and learning in a
diverse academic environment, considering alternative teaching methodologies beyond
the standard lecture, and looking at ways to utilize student participation more in the
college classroom. Marchesani and Adams (1992) contribute to this literature by naming
how the dimensions of content, methods, instructor and students can be balanced in the
classroom in ways that support diversity and empowering education for college faculty.
Additionally, this literature reveals that the rank of the faculty, and discipline of the
faculty, the level of experience teaching (Adalbjarnardottir and Selman, 1997), and the
openness of the faculty member to training on teaching (Singh and Shifflette, 1996) all
bear on the commitment to addressing issues of educator power in the classroom. The
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faculty development literature is useful in that it demonstrates the movements toward
more student-centered pedagogies and the need for faculty to expand their repertoire in
terms of teaching. It also is important to this study in that the ten participants are all
faculty in higher education and it helps clarify what support and teaching instruction these
participants might have been exposed to in their roles as faculty members.

Other Literatures
Three final literatures where educator power and authority are mentioned in
individual works or authors but not in the body of literature as a whole, include English
literature / composition and literacy education. For example, in the field of English
literature / composition instruction. Rode (1995) is a clear example of an educator who is
concerned with how information is taught and who is looking for democratic and
empowering alternative methods of instruction. As a result, highly critical and lucid
questions regarding educator power and authority have arisen out of his article entitled
“Father Knows Best: Liberatory Pedagogy and the Tropics of Containment” (1995) where
he offers a critique of Ira Shor and his paternalistic view of “empowerment”. He states
that empowerment authors who seek “to empower” students subtly recreate systems of
domination and hierarchy in their classrooms. Likewise, Julie Drew (1996), in her
commitment to improve her teaching practices in English literature, uses the
consciousness raising ideas of feminist pedagogy to make questioning her power and
authority an essential part of her practice. The reflection of these two educators on their
practice has led them to pose theoretical and practical questions about the fundamentals
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of teaching. The precarious trap of being either theory based or practice oriented is thus
avoided. In addition, these authors do not use the typical vernacular found in radical
pedagogy and therefore there is a refreshing perspective found in their work.

A second area included here is literacy education where Donaldo Macedo (1994),
for example, has consistently raised the issue of power and pedagogy in his work in
literacy education. Macedo examines the power of language, naming, and dialogue as it
pertains to educational power, including that of the educator (1998). Both of these areas
perceive power as possibility with the final determination of its effect being left to
educators and their agenda. Similar to social justice education, this literature focuses on
the specifics of issues of power and dominance while acknowledging that these stem from
broader ideological sources.

A final additional area of literature touched upon for this study was the group
dynamics literature and specifically the work of Johnson and Johnson (1982) and Hersey
and Blanchard (1982). These two sets of authors were examined for their concepts of
power and the frameworks they have developed to better understand what is power in a
group or teaching setting. The larger body of group dynamics literature was not reviewed
because its focus on the classroom group, as a whole, obfuscates the issue of power
specific to the educator. Likewise, collaborative or community learning literature
(Johnson, Johnson, and Smith, 1991; Sharan and Sharan, 1992; Nelson, 1994) are not
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specifically focused on in this review but are mentioned briefly in the “classroom
practices” section as they pertain to how the educator manages the classroom.

Literatures Not Reviewed
This review encompasses literature that addresses classroom teaching only.
Although information found in some training literature might address issues of power in
the educational environment, such as social change, facilitation and design, or social
identity issues, I am choosing to examine only those literature areas that represent the
classroom and which focus on the teaching experience. Specifically, the role and “status”
assigned to a classroom teacher are not the same as those assigned to a facilitator,
mediator, or consultant. Also, the differences between teaching and training such as time
duration, depth of “teacher / student” relationships, learning objectives, content, group
dynamics, and institutionalized power all serve to separate teaching and training
literature. Areas of literature areas that would fall under the training category include
organizational development, diversity training and consulting, and group facilitation.

An Initial Frame for Understanding Educator Power: The Spheres and Sites Models
Introduction
The review of the literatures described above produced a great deal of information
and multiple perspectives and foci regarding educator power in the classroom. Making
sense of the volume of information was difficult as there was not a coherent schema for it
in the literature nor was there any one discussion that was able to simultaneously hold the
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large, theoretical and specific classroom perspectives on educator power. For example, in
answering “What is educator power?” the literature presented a range of information
including every aspect of a teacher’s practice: tone, body language, classroom structure,
rules and regulations established in the classroom, decision-making processes, grading
practices, teaching objectives, unconscious assumptions about students, and unquestioned
assumptions about the nature of knowledge and teaching. In its totality this information
was disparate and overwhelming and needed to be organized in a way that was more
accessible for this study. A number of different approaches were considered in trying to
coherently group the data and ultimately the centrality of the educator in this study
emerged as the focal point for the organization of the data as well. The data was then
group according to the “distance” an aspect of power had from the internal processes of
the educator. For example, facilitation was seen as something outside of the educator and
thus grouped in the most external sphere. Aspects of power such as grading practices
were considered more central to the educator and placed in a meso-level, while
components of power such as unconscious assumptions about students were situated most
proximal to the educator. The emergent schema for better understanding the literature’s
discussion of educator classroom power resulted in the Spheres of Educator Power
model.

The Spheres of Educator Power
The Spheres of Educator Power organizes the dimensions of power that educators

44

possess and exercise in and out of the classroom into three macro spheres: the Public, the
Private, and the Intimate Spheres.

Public
> What is experienced by both students and
teachers in the classroom
> Examples: Physical set up, facilitation,
classroom activities

Publlc
Private
Intimate

_

Private
> What occurs "behind the scenes" in and
out of the classroom
> Examples: Lesson plans/curricular design
goals, learning objectives
Intimate
> The core elements that inform and
educator's pedagogy
> Examples: Social identity, history as a
teacher and a learner, beliefs about the
nature of education and knowledge
production, personal values

Figure 2-1: Spheres of Educator Power Model

The organization of this model reveals three important points regarding the nature
of educator power in the classroom. First, it demonstrates that three spheres of power, and
thus the varied manifestations of educator power in the classroom are interrelated. Within
this, the model demonstrates that the Intimate sphere exists as a core of key elements that
inform the Private and Public spheres. Second, because of the interrelationship of these
spheres, this model also suggests that the organization of power into distinct levels is, in
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reality, an artificial construction because educator power is in practice dynamic and
socially and contextually constructed. Thus the utility of this model is not in presenting an
iron-clad description of educator power but rather in providing a format for a focused yet
comprehensive discussion of educator power in the classroom. A third key point to note
with this model is that these three spheres of power, and thus educator power dynamics in
general, are operating in the classroom at the same time. There is no distinct moment
when only the Intimate or the Public spheres are exacting their influence. Instead, they are
playing out in constant chorus with each other at every moment in the classroom. Both
the interrelatedness and the simultaneity of these spheres of power underscores the
importance of educators developing a deep consciousness of all of them instead of the
most obvious.

The Public Sphere
The outermost sphere, the Public sphere, involves what is observed and
experienced in the classroom by both students and teachers. Examples of this include
body language, tone of voice, discipline, educator responses to student questions and
challenges, the structure of class time, the connection of material to student lives, the type
of language used, who is called on and who is not, whether the educator has the last word,
who has a voice in the room and who does not and why, and the nature of the relationship
patterns that develop between teacher and students. There has been a great deal of writing
about elements of this sphere particularly in the teacher education (DiGiulio, 1995;
Adams and Welsch, 1999; Brown, Earlam, and Race, 1995), multicultural education
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(Banks, 199la, 1991b; Nieto, 2000; Davidman, and Davidman, 1994), and feminist
pedagogy (Ropers-Huilman, 1998; Maher and Tetreault, 1994) literature. In Oakes and
Lipton’s book Teaching to Change the World {1999) they spend five out of ten chapters
solidly grounded in the curriculum and instruction issues of the Public sphere. This is not
a critique of their work but an assessment of the amount of time and attention that the
Public sphere draws. This attention most likely stems from the ease with which this
sphere lends itself to investigation. The manifestations of power and authority found here
are visible and overt and are more easily accessed and discussed in the literature.
Likewise, Fennimore’s (1995) discussion of classroom management is largely focused on
classroom mechanics and the manifestations of power and empowerment that happen in
relation to the students in the class. The inclusion of discipline and classroom
management strategies means that the terms “power" and “authority" are often used
interchangeably at this level.

The Private Sphere
The Private sphere focuses on the factors that inform an educator’s choices and
expressions of power in the classroom including knowledge, training, beliefs, and
experiences. This is what happens “behind the scenes" in the educator’s cognitive and
affective approach to teaching. Examples of this include the conscious perspective that
the educator takes when designing a lesson, the rationale for choosing certain classroom
activities, the potentially “hidden agendas" or learning objectives for that particular lesson
or activity, the intentionality or unintentionality of constructing a student-centered class.
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the level of the educator’s respect for student abilities and the information they bring, the
ideological foundation of the class, and the level of self-reflection of the educator.
References to this sphere can be found in critical pedagogy, (Ellsworth, 1989), feminist
pedagogy (Maher and Tetreault, 1994; Culley and Portuges, 1985a), Black feminist
pedagogy (hooks, 1989, 1993; Omolade, 1987), multicultural education, (Banks, 1999)
and the social justice literature (McIntosh, 1990; Adams. Bell and Griffin, 1997). In
addition, much of the teacher education literature (Oakes and Lipton, 1999; Kincheloe,
Slattery, and Steinberg, 2000) that discusses curricular planning addresses some of these
issues. An example of this can be seen in Weiler's study (1988) of women teachers and
administrators and how her participants’ private ideas regarding education impact the
ways they interact with students in their classes. In concluding her study, Weiler noted
with regard to feminist teaching, that the need to notice one's internal processes regarding
students was equally important as attending to the external processes happening in the
classroom (Weiler, 1988).

The Intimate Sphere
The Intimate sphere addresses the essential influences on teaching that educators
are often not conscious of but which play out significantly in their practice in overt and
covert ways. This sphere is made up of the deeply rooted influences in our lives that
inform the conscious and subconscious ways we move through and respond to the world.
Examples of this include the influence of social identity on dialogical and communication
styles, an educator’s understanding of the cultural values she has regarding knowledge
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and education, the educator’s willingness to change, the educator’s awareness of her own
teaching and learning styles and why she teaches with those styles, the educator’s
awareness of the way she was taught throughout her career in school, and the educator’s
awareness of oppression and liberation issues. Humanistic education (Patterson, 1973)
hints at this level of power but does not carry out the investigation of it. Brookfield
(1995) is at the forefront of reflective teaching and in his work Becoming a Critically
Reflective Teacher he outlines a number of ways that educators can “learn to know
ourselves” and what informs our teaching in the classroom. Though Brookfield offers
ways to reflect, he makes only passing references to educator power in the classroom and
does not focus on educator power specifically. Weinstein and Obear (1992) also
contribute to the reflective literature and raise the issue of bias and self-awareness
regarding educator biases.

As stated above, these spheres are interrelated with the most central being the
Intimate sphere. I have placed the Intimate Sphere at the core because of the ways that the
conscious and more often unconscious manifestations of it inform the manifestations
found in the other two spheres. For example, an educator's unconscious racism would be
considered an aspect of the Intimate sphere that informs the curricular choices she makes
(Private manifestation) as well as her tendency to call more on white students than
students of color (Public manifestation). In this example we see how all three spheres
have results that are visible in the classroom, and yet all three have distinct origins. The
Public is drawn from her everyday practice, the Private from her teacher education
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training and experience as a teacher, and the Intimate from her long years of socialization
in a racist culture as a woman with white skin privilege. Importantly, these levels are not
divided by the degree of consciousness that an educator has about the characteristics of
each. One can be equally unaware of the effect of one’s tone of voice or the bias found in
one's homework assignments as he can be of the racism in his subtle interactions in the
classroom.

Implications of this Model
The analysis of the literature revealed a preponderance of discussion of the Public
and Private spheres and a dearth of discussion of the Intimate. Quantitatively, reference to
components falling into the Intimate sphere was extremely limited and, when mentioned,
it was not done in any comprehensive way. For example, the most often discussed aspect
of the Intimate sphere was how social identity plays out in teaching. Authors from a
variety of the bodies of literature mentioned did discuss how race (Darder, 1991; Sleeter,
2000; hooks, 2000; Noel, 2000), gender (Culley and Portuges, 1985a; Maher and
Tetreault, 1994), social class (Yeskel and Leondar-Wright, 1997), or sexual orientation
(Mintz and Rothblum, 1997) affected their approach internally and externally to teaching.
Elizabeth Ellsworth (1989) highlights how race, as well as other social identities, is a
source of power in the classroom for the educator. Peter McLaren (2000) echoes this
sentiment and calls for more critical, transformative approach to multicultural education
which includes a critical analysis of whiteness and its power in the classroom. Therefore,
though there is paltry reference to the Intimate sphere in the literature, even when it is
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referenced, there seems to be a limitation on how thoroughly the authors connect it to
educator power overall.

The interrelatedness of these spheres underscores the need for educators to be
conscious of the Intimate Sphere, how it informs the other spheres, and how it connects to
their power in the classroom. If the Intimate sphere is operating simultaneous to and often
directly informing the efficacy of the Public and the Private spheres, the fact that there is
limited awareness of this Sphere and its influence in the classroom is troublesome. For
example, Ira Shor’s discussion of developing empowering classrooms and sharing power
with students (1996) seems to completely avoid issues of social identity. Likewise, the
Chicago Guide to College Teaching (Brinkley et.al, 1999) highlights a number of
pedagogical issues, falling primarily in the Public and Private spheres, related to how to
teach in the college environment. However, even in the chapter dedicated to rellecting on
one’s practice, they give no attention to an educator’s history as a learner, the issue of
content mastery, or even the institutional parameters that impact an educator’s power and
authority in the classroom. In both of these examples, the lack of attention to the Intimate
sphere and its direct influence on the Public and the Private spheres limit the ability to
accomplish desired outcomes.

Likewise, because the power issues within these spheres are operating
simultaneously, it is possible that a lack of power consciousness on the Intimate level
could produce results that run counter to the actions of the educator on the Public and
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Private levels. For example, if an educator is attempting to make the classroom a more
engaging place and decides to use group discussion as a method for doing so, it is
possible that their lack of awareness of Intimate sphere factors such as communication
style, cultural style, or personal history in group discussions as a learner will impede their
ability to effectively facilitate such a process in their classroom. More generally,
educators who attempt to implement multicultural or social justice education curricula
without a consciousness of power issues on the Intimate level inevitably struggle with it
and perhaps even conclude that these methods do not work or that certain pedagogical
approaches are not right for their classroom. Changes made in the classroom connected to
the Public or Private spheres do not necessarily connote changes at the Intimate level and
therefore the efforts by these teachers often do not meet their potential. A greater
awareness of educator power in the Intimate sphere would address this issue and help
educators become more effective and engaging in their classrooms. It is when an educator
is conscious of their power on all three levels that they are able to reach their fullest
potential. The Spheres model will assist educators in becoming more aware of the
Intimate sphere of their power and its influence and more readily reach their pedagogical
goals.

Connection of the Spheres Model to this Study
Finding a paucity of literature addressing the Intimate sphere of educator power in
the classroom invites further examination of this sphere and its connection to educator
power consciousness. Upon organizing the literature into the three spheres just described.

52

it appears that the gap between theory and practice coincides with the Intimate sphere of
educator power. It follows, therefore, that a deeper examination of the Intimate sphere
and an investigation of its constituent parts would lead to a clear understanding of exactly
what is missing in the literature. It also suggests that an awareness of these constituent
parts could help fill the gap in our current understanding of educator classroom power. If,
for example, an educator could see how their history as a learner informed their style in
the classroom or their beliefs about the nature of education, they might be more able to
internalize the theoretical conversation about power in the classroom and more open and
aware when implementing the practical suggestions into their pedagogy. This awareness
would allow for all three spheres to work toward the same ends in the classroom and
increase the likelihood of pedagogical success for that educator.

With this understanding in mind, a determination of the Intimate sphere’s
constituent parts proved to be the next level of investigation in the literature. Reviewing
the literature through the lens of the Intimate sphere and noting where the deep,
fundamental aspects of power were being addressed, revealed seven key sites of educator
power. Issues such as the power connected to an educator’s social identity (Ellsworth,
1989; Bell, Washington, Weinstein & Love, 1997), the understanding of power conveyed
through teacher education or preparation (Sleeter, 1991), the way institutions confer
power onto educators (Tisdell, 1993; Thompson & Disch, 1992), the impacts of an
educator’s “educational biography” (Britzman, 1986; Shor, 1992), the significance of
one’s personal history with power (Weiler, 1988; Wetherall, 1996), the power that
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accompanies knowledge possession (Romer and Whipple, 1991), and the role that
students play in constructing educator power (Tisdell, 1993; Murray 1996) were
mentioned as aspects of educator power personal to the educator herself. A deeper
investigation of these aspects of the Intimate Sphere of educator power led to the
development of the Sites of Educator Power model described below.

The Sites of Educator Power
In this model I have identified seven major factors that inform an educator’s
power in the classroom including social identity, teacher education, institutional
conferrence, educational biography, personal history, content mastery, and student
abdication.. Social Identity refers to the socially constructed categories in U.S. culture
that are connected to access to privileges, resources, and power for some groups but not
others. Specific examples include one’s gender, racial, and economic class identities, to
name a few. Teacher Education describes the amount, type, and efficacy of one’s
education around the art and science of teaching and particularly around issues of power
in the classroom. Most faculty in higher education have had little or no teacher education
while PK-12 teachers have often had “traditional'’ or positivist teacher training.
Institutional Conferrence refers to the power that an educator has as a result of
institutional norms, societal expectations of educators, and the presence of grading.
Educational Biography addresses the life long experiences of an educator as a learner and
how that experience has informed their conscious and unconscious use of power in their
teaching. The significance of the Educational Biography site draws on the understanding
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that we teach how we were taught and likewise we perceive and use power in the same
way. Personal History acknowledges the impact that our own personal experiences with
power in our lives has on the way we use power in our teaching. In particular, how power
manifested in our family systems often has a significant influence on how we use it in our
teaching. Content Mastery refers to the “knowledge is power” paradigm prevalent in this
culture, and a recognition that we often assign (sometimes rightfully so) a great deal of
power to those who have or appear to have a lot of knowledge. In the learning
environment Content Mastery plays a significant role in how much “authority” that
educator has in their teaching. Finally, Student Abdication and Construction refers to the
fact that power is often given (or abdicated) to educators by students for various reasons.
In addition, student perceptions or expectations often exert a substantial influence on the
power an educator can exercise in the classroom.

Figure 2-2: Sites of Educator Power Model
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Literature examined in the development of this model was disparate but enough to
develop this framework. A brief description of the specific contributions of the literature
and authors who contributed to the theoretical development of this model is discussed
below.

Social Identity
The most discussed source of educator power and authority in the literature is that
of social identity. Though taken up primarily by feminist pedagogues, commentary
regarding the power of an educator’s social identity is present to varying degrees in
several of the literatures examined for this study. Weiler (1988), Tisdell (1993), and
McIntosh (1988) acknowledge that educators bring privilege and bias into the classroom
while Bell, Washington, Weinstein and Love (1997) assert that educators need to be
aware of this in order to be effective, empowering, educators. Elizabeth Ellsworth gives
the following: “I cannot unproblematically bring subjugated knowledges to light when I
am not free of my own learned racism, fat oppression, classism, ableism, or sexism. No
teacher is free of these learned and internalized oppressions. My understanding of racism
(for example) will always be constrained by my white skin and my middle-class privilege.
Indeed it is impossible for anyone to be free from these oppressive formations at this
historical moment” (1989, p. 307-308). Botelho adds “Teachers and learners bring their
own classed, raced, religious, and gendered biographies with them. The greater our
awareness of the circles that define us, the greater awareness of the roles we ourselves
play” (1995, pp. 9-10). Weiler (1988) also found that some white, feminist teachers.
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though aware of gender issues, were not as able to understand their agent status as white
women and thus were less effective in addressing issues of race in their classrooms. As
such, it is evident that a simple awareness of an educator’s target identities does not
necessarily mean that the educator has an awareness of how their agent identities grant
unearned power and privilege.

Wetherall makes a pointed connection between social identity awareness and
power, noting that, “power is intimately connected with social identity in the sense that
people’s place in a system of social organization has a large bearing on the resources they
can command” (1996, p.315). Bell, Washington, Weinstein, and Love (1997) describe the
connection between classroom authority and social identity and the need for educators to
be constantly aware and open to the impact that privilege derived from dominant
identities has on student learning and educational processes. These authors also mention
how power rooted in social identity, biases and assumptions impacts course planning and
facilitation. Feminist pedagogues, such as Weiler (1988), Gore (1993), and RopersHuilman (1999) have raised important points regarding gender and its effect on
curriculum design, modalities of classroom communication, and expressions of voice and
classroom agency. Tisdell “examined how power relationships predominantly based on
gender but including race, class, and age were manifested in higher education classrooms
of adult students” (1993, p.203) and concluded that “it is clear that both the overt and
hidden curriculum still favors the white male experience” (p. 223). Murray (1996) and
Barnard (1994) discuss white and queer identity and the role that agent or target positions
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play in designing, facilitating, and processing classroom information and activities.
Murray (1996) believes that openly naming and noticing the ways whiteness has
constructed power in the culture and thus in the classroom will change the power
dynamics in the classroom. Likewise, Barnard (1994) feels that queer educators must
come out in the classroom because their power as educators holds the possibility of
creating change and being a role model. While these theorists have been clear about the
usefulness of noticing and naming the power attached to one’s social identity, there is a
noticeable absence of any discussion of how educators can become more aware and, in
turn, what they can do with this awareness to transform their teaching.

Importantly, social identity is a source for educator power only because we live in
a culture that grants unearned privilege and rights to certain dominant groups while
limiting the access of other groups to these same sets of privileges and impinging on their
rights. Often these privileges and their power are not consciously recognized by agent
group members and they unknowingly act out of this privilege and perpetuate various
forms of social oppression. In the classroom, we see this in the white or male or straight
or middle class educator who unconsciously operates from their dominant cultural
perspective. The result is that no matter what pedagogical perspective these educators
bring to the classroom their lack of awareness will recreate traditional educational norms
in their class and disempower their students.
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Teacher Education / Faculty Development Experiences
The second source of educator power alluded to in the literature is in reference to
an educator's experiences in teacher education programs. Most commonly, this
experience is discussed from the perspective of teacher educators who see the need for
reform and change in teacher education programs. This criticism is directed at three major
aspects of teacher education: an understanding of what educator power is, an awareness
of diversity, and the structure of teacher education programs.

Teacher education programs have a strong influence on teachers’ perceptions of
classroom power. Some authors (Giroux and McLaren, 1986) suggest that teacher
training programs do not adequately educate teachers about the nature of power and
authority in the classroom. O’Hair and Blase state that regardless of one's ideological
perspective, “teacher educators must build an awareness of differing power bases and be
able to determine which ones enhance or retard student learning. This should help to
heighten political awareness in pre-service teachers and expand their options concerning
the effective use of power in the classroom” (1992, p. 15). Specific ways teacher
education programs can do this include encouraging reflective teaching, utilize field
experiences to build awareness, practice various methods for using and sharing power
(O’Hair and Blase, 1992, p.15). Though there is not much conversation on how to teach
educators to better understand their power in the classroom, all authors agree that teacher
education programs play a significant role in the formation of power ideologies of
educators.
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Sleeter (1991), Martin (1991), and Rezai-Rashti (1995) are concerned that teacher
education programs do an inadequate job of educating their teachers on multicultural
issues and are training teachers who will most likely reproduce dominant cultural
ideologies. Martin (1991) suggests that teacher education programs should emphasize
multicultural education training and skills such that educators can be more conscious and
prepared to empower students. Rezai-Rashti states that “most teachers enter their
profession with little or no training in race relations. Faculties of education do not offer
the courses needed to train teachers critically about the role that schools play in the
reproduction of inequalities based on aspects such as race, gender, and class. The furthest
some teacher training institutions might go is to offer courses on cross-cultural
communication” (1995, p. 12). Clearly, if educators, especially those from dominant
groups, are not given information about social justice issues or even basic diversity
training, they will not be able to effectively teach all of their students. Instead, they will
most likely teach from a culturally familiar terrain and subtly perpetuate dominant
ideologies and traditional pedagogies.

Finally, teacher education programs are noted as a source of educator power
discourse because of the structure of the programs themselves. The practices of teacher
educators within teacher education programs have a strong influence on how new
educators view power in the classroom. Many programs, according to Giroux and
McLaren (1986) do not embody a democratic or empowering pedagogical approach and
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therefore are producing educators who, through their formal training, are perpetuating
positivist, often disempowering education.

Overall, the power of the teacher education program cannot be underestimated for
it is here that educators are introduced into the educational system. It is in these programs
that teachers are overtly and covertly taught the “rules of the game” of teaching, and the
use of power and authority are key among these lessons.

Institutional Conferrence
I contend that it is impossible to give up educator power in the classroom. The
power and privilege received from one’s social identity is one factor that informs this
contention. The power conferred by educational institutions and that “teacher student...structured power relationships (are) built into the educational system itself’
(Tisdell 1993, p.210) are additional reasons for this contention. This power is constituted
by such things as grading and evaluation power, the power inherent in the possession of
knowledge, and the power present in the title and role assigned by the educational system.
Certainly, there are methodologies an educator can implement to share and disperse
classroom power (Adams, 1997; Shor, 1996), but in the end teachers always have access
to some measure of power and authority simply because of the title of “teacher”. The
“socially constructed and legitimated authority that teachers / professors hold over
students” (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 306) is deeply entrenched in educational systems, making
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it difficult to change student and educator perceptions regarding the power and authority
of the educator.

Specifically, grading and evaluation are significant sources of power in the
classroom. Tisdell states that “the teacher-student power disparity is one of the structured
power relations of any educational situation, but is especially significant in higher
education situations where teachers also assign a grade at the end of the course. It is really
not possible to teach in a higher education setting and get around this” (1993, p. 222).
Despite her contentions, some educators have tried and discovered that, “Since
universities put evaluation in the hands of teachers, we have a commitment to clarify how
we expect to use our power at the start of the course. A clear grading contract in the
syllabus is a crucial part of this process” (Thompson and Disch, 1992, p.6). Overall, these
classroom strategies do serve to balance the power in the classroom on some level and yet
fail to completely address the issue. To begin with, the power of grading lies in the
importance of “knowledge” as a commodity in a capitalist, competition-based culture. In
such a culture, those with “higher” grades are deemed to possess more knowledge and
thus have a greater intrinsic social value and worth. The educator, in grading, thus has the
power to effectively confirm or deny a student's value and worth in society. A second
instance of power derived from grading involves the educator’s impact on students' self¬
esteem via the ability to affirm or diminish the thinking and contributions of class
members. Given the depth and complexity of these two aspects of grading it is clear that
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some of the methodologies aimed at sharing the power of grading do not effectively
investigate the power of grading to its fullest possible end.

A second way educator power is derived from institutional conferment is simply
though the status of the role. Elizabeth Ellsworth describes the inescapability of this
situation: “while I had the institutional power and authority in the classroom to enforce
‘reflective examination’ of (the material) before us in a way that supposedly gave my own
assessments equal weight with those of the students, in fact my institutional role as
professor would always weight my statements differently from those of students” (1989,
p. 308). The status of the educator’s role is not simply institutional in its origins but is
also rooted in our cultural values surrounding “structured power relations of higher
education and of society in general” (Tisdell, 1993, p. 209).

Content Mastery
The notion of knowledge possession being equal to power is an important one.
Foucault describes the intimate connection between knowledge and power (1980) while
Shor also discussed the power inherent in the possession of knowledge (1996). Romer
and Whipple explain that “authority continues to reside in the faculty member, who if not
perceived as omnipotent and omniscient, is certainly seen as the possessor of knowledge
and power” (1991, p.68). A faculty member, “needs to be conscious of the distinction
between the organic authority rooted in knowledge and inherent in one’s person and the
authority of power that the condition of being learned gives one over others. It is the latter
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that has the most negative potential” for students (Romer and Whipple, 1991, p. 68).
Paulo Freire (1970, 1973) also discusses the power an educator has via content mastery
and the possession of information and experience. Freire acknowledges, however, that the
learner has the power of experience as well, but is often unaware of this power. In a later
writing on the subject with Ira Shor (1987) both authors reiterate this power dynamic but
find it unproblematic so long as the educator’s goals are liberatory. In practice, power is
never benign or unproblematic in the classroom. Empowering goals are an easy
distraction and inadequate justification for neglecting a deeper examination of the sources
of educator power. Ultimately, the educator always has some measure of power through
knowledge and, especially when in the classroom, must name it as such.

Educational Biography / Experience As A Learner
It has often been said that “we teach how we were taught.” Yet when considering
educator power use in the classroom very few authors address this important idea. Most
teachers have been educated through traditional pedagogical means and therefore will
often unconsciously revert to those pedagogical patterns of teaching or assume that those
classroom structures are the only or best way. The result can be that teachers who
embrace democratic pedagogies in theory, often unconsciously resist them in practice
because of their long history, exposure, and comfort with more traditional teaching
methods. Hansen (1993) concurs by saying that, “one’s own educational experience,
including one’s teachers and mentors, may inform the shaping of’ (p.419) one’s personal
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teaching style. Ira Shor also states that one limit to the commitment to empowering
education,
“comes from the teacher’s development in traditional schools where passive,
competitive, and authoritarian methods dominated. As students, teachers learned
early and often that to be a teacher means talking a lot and being in charge. Prior
school experiences leave teachers with what Giroux (1983) called ‘sedimented'
histories and Britzman (1986) ‘institutional biographies’ - the values layered into
professional behavior from years of traditional education” (Shor, 1992, p. 26-27).

The most prominent example of how one’s educational biography influences
educator power use in the classroom is found in O’Laughlin’s citation of Deborah
Britzman. He states “Britzman (1986) begins her argument by pointing out the obvious
yet frequently ignored fact that by the time student teachers reach our classes they have
already accumulated a rich set of cultural beliefs and myths about teaching and learning
in their institutional biographies” (1988, p.2). Teachers enter teacher education programs
with a great deal of pre-established knowledge about teaching. Most often this pre¬
conceived information is rooted in traditional educational theories and practices and the
teachers reproduce that in their classrooms. How teachers have been taught is what forms
the groundwork for their understanding the nature of teaching, of knowledge, and of the
purpose of schooling and education. O’Laughlin (1988) again cites Britzman (1986): “I
argue that the underlying values which coalesce in one's institutional biography, if
unexamined, propel the cultural reproduction of authoritarian teaching practices and
naturalize the contexts which generate such a cycle (1986, p.443)” (p.3). In response,
student teachers must be taught to analyze their educational biographies and be given the
tools to recreate new pedagogical perspectives (O’Laughlin, 1988. p.3).
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One’s Personal / Life History with Power
Weiler’s (1988) book Women Teaching for Change, gives an example of the
influence of personal experiences on the ways that educators teach. The women in her
study all had personal experiences outside of the academy which influenced their sense of
self, of what they could accomplish, and of how they possessed power in their lives. In
her book, Weiler poses the general questions of "How we are acted upon in history?”
(p.77) and “How we are actors in history?” (p.89) suggesting that we are the product of
our historical experiences and use the lessons from those experiences to act upon and
create our current realities. Her study demonstrates that an educator’s personal history
with power is one of the most crucial aspects to consider regarding educator power in the
classroom. Clearly, the historical life experiences of educators regarding systems power
directly inform the creation of systems of power in the classroom. In addition, what is
experienced will be recreated unless this cycle is interrupted through self-interrogation.

A key source for these personal experiences with power is the family and the
inherent “micro-politics of power” (Wetherall, 1996, p.313) within them. In family life,
certain dynamics of power are created based on roles and expectations. These patterns of
power construction are often mimicked in the classroom on unconscious levels where
both teachers and students play out family roles rooted in issues of power and power
dynamics. An educator's personal history in general is rarely mentioned in the literature,
and almost never explored in relation to the power of the educator. Given the importance
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of the Intimate sphere described in chapter one, the lack of discussion regarding this
source of power is significant.

Abdicated / Constructed By Students
The final site of educator power examined here is that created when students
abdicate their power to the educator. “It is important to note that the teacher’s capacity to
use [power] is, in many respects, based on student perceptions” (O’Hair and Blase 1992,
p. 14). Some of this can be explained by the institutional conferment of power to
educators and students’ compliance with this conferrence. However, even when there is
an attempt to create an empowering, non-traditional classroom there are still instances
where students turn their power in the classroom over to the educator. Tisdell (1993)
states that “power relations in classrooms cannot be understood without examining both
what the teachers and the students do to reproduce or resist maintaining structured power
relations of both higher education and society” (p. 216). Thompson and Disch (1992)
state that “while most of our students agree that student-based learning is better for them
than teacher-based learning, many students are not familiar with the responsibility this
kind of class requires (e.g. doing the reading and taking notes on it before class, getting to
know each other, using their experience as an axis for analysis, and admitting when their
point of view is based on stereotypes)” (p. 6).

The abdication of this power happens in a number of ways. Students at times
abdicate power to an educator in order to have access to the person they perceive as the
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“gate-keeper” and who they feel will assist them in their academic advancement. Another
example is relative to social identities and the expectations students have of educators
because of student assumptions and biases. Bob Murray (1996) discusses how students
see him in a particular way based on assumptions and stereotypes of him as a white,
liberal man, and how they then determine how much credibility or power they are going
to give him. A third way students interact in the construction and abdication of power in
the classroom is evidenced through their resistance. Just as students abdicate power, they
can attempt to deconstruct and undermine it through their non-compliance with various
aspects of the learning process (Murray, 1996). Finally, students abdicate their power in
the classroom because they have been taught throughout their educational careers that
success in school is contingent upon their ability to comply with the norms and standards
of the educational system (Shrigley 1985, 1986).

Summary
As is evident, the Sites model and its constituent parts address the aspects of
educator power included in the Intimate sphere. These sites of educator classroom power
are not sufficiently addressed in either the theoretical or practical literature. It is my
contention that a more thorough examination of these facets of an educators power in the
classroom would serve to close the gap in the literature. More importantly, I believe that
an awareness of the various sites in the Intimate sphere would bring classroom educators'
perceptions of their use of power and their actual use of it in practice more in chorus with
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each other. Ultimately, I believe this would help teachers be more effective and even
empowering in their classrooms.

Conclusions
The literature review presented in this chapter revealed three foundational ideas
for this study. First, there is an incomplete discussion in the literature regarding educator
power in the classroom. Theoretically and practically there are numerous literatures that
touch upon the issue of educator power. Absent, however, was there a discussion that
served to bridge these two conversation nor address the deeper, more complex aspects of
the power of an educator in the classroom. A resultant gap between the theoretical and
practical conversations has thus been identified leading to the second main point of this
chapter, the Spheres of Educator Power model. An examination of this model and the
dearth of information regarding the Intimate Sphere of educator power suggests that a
deeper examination of the Intimate Sphere would aid in increasing educator
consciousness of their classroom power. The Sites of Educator Power model attempts to
investigate the key components of the Intimate Sphere and is the third central point
derived from this literature review. Both the Spheres and the Sites models informs the
research design presented in Chapter Three and serve as a key analytical tools in Chapter
Five.

69

CHAPTER 3
A METHODOLOGY FOR STUDYING EDUCATOR POWER
Overview
The purpose of this study is to investigate the issue of educator power in the
classroom by comparing educators’ perceptions of their power to their actual use of it in
their classrooms. The intent of this study is to examine “where and why local knowledge
and practice are at odds” (Marshall and Rossman, 1998, the p.60). The literature review
for this study revealed the incomplete understanding of educator power in the classroom.
It was hypothesized that, paralleling the literature, a gap would also be found between the
perceptions and practice of the educators in this study. This study, uses a qualitative
research methodologies to deepen and extend our understanding of the incongruencies
between educator beliefs and practice regarding their power in the classroom with the
intent of producing a praxis reflection model for teacher education.

A qualitative approach was selected for this study because it readily lent itself to
the in-depth examination of the complex nature of educator power in the classroom. This
methodology provided balance between structure and emergence, the interactive and
responsive nature of interviewing, and the opportunity to examine educator power in its
natural setting. This study viewed educator power phenomenologically, “through which
the lived experience of a small number of people was being investigated,” (Rossman and
Rallis, 1998, p.72) and used a qualitative case study approach (Rossman and Rallis, 1998)
to investigate this phenomenon in the classroom.
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A difficulty in utilizing a qualitative approach to study educator power was the
pervasiveness of power in teaching combined with the occasional contextual and subtle
nature of power in the classroom. This was noticed in the interviews where at times it was
difficult to identify what portions of participant comments were about power and what
were not. Likewise, in the observations it was a challenge to not say every observable
aspect of the class was dealing with power and simply consider the aspects of power
framed by the participants.

I compensated for this margin of subjectivity by using three qualitative methods in
this study, in-depth interviews, classroom observations, and participant “feedback”
interviews, to triangulate and verify my findings. These three complementary methods
were chosen for the purposes of triangulation and their depth and flexibility in data
generation. Member checking was also used to insure reliability of data and to further
account for the nuanced and often subtle aspects of educator power. The participants
involved in this study had significant voice in the data collection methods. The specific
process of data collection, analysis, and strategies for reliability are discussed below.

Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to investigate whether the gap between theory and
practice found in the literature's discussion of educator power also exists between
educator perceptions and actual practice. This question was approached first, by
investigating participants’ overall understanding of what educator power is and where it
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comes from followed by a comparison of participants’ perceptions of their power use to
their actual practice. The specific research questions posed in both interviews are listed in
Appendices D and E.

Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted to determine the most effective methodology for
examining the research questions described above. This pilot research revealed that the
modified in-depth, phenomenological interview process (Seidman, 1998) was, in fact, an
effective vehicle for understanding educators’ perceptions of their classroom power.
However, the interview questions used in the pilot (Appendix G) were found to be too
open-ended and did not evoke participant reflection in a deep or significant way regarding
their classroom power. A more direct utilization of the Spheres and Sites models
described in Chapter Two was used to reformulate the interview protocols for the
dissertation study. The resultant interview questions (Appendix D) are more specific and
more effectively address the subtleties of educator power in the classroom.

The pilot study underscored the importance of the observational component and
raised issues. The singularity of the researcher's voice and subjective perspective in
describing a definition of educator power and how it was used in the classroom was
noted. To address this issue, a second interview, the feedback “interview”, was built into
the design of the study. The procedure for this feedback interview included: 1) sharing
selected observational excerpts in written form with the participants, and 2) inviting the
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participants to discuss the meaning for them of those observational moments. This
invitation of participant voice accomplished two important results. First, it helped to
reduce researcher subjectivity; secondly, it gave participants additional room to inform
the data of the study.

The pilot study revealed that the observational frame should be specific to each
participant and developed from their particular perspectives on power and how they use it
in their classrooms. These individualized observational frames enhanced the process of
identification of a potential gap between perceptions and practice for each participant.
The observational format is discussed in more detail below.

Factors Informing Sites and Population
Three factors informed my choice of sites and higher education faculty for this
study. First, I have taught at the college level for six years and have considerable
familiarity with teaching in higher education. This experience facilitates the establishment
of trust, assists in entering the setting unobtrusively, and requires less time filtering new
information thus allowing for more accurate observations. Second, the pilot for this study
was conducted in a higher education setting. The protocols for this study were tested and
developed to be used in this setting and population. Finally, unlike focusing on one or
two school settings, working in higher education afforded a wide range of opportunities
for diversity in setting and population and thus, though the population is limited to faculty
in higher education, there was a high range of diversity in the population itself.
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Population and Location
A purposeful sampling of 10 individuals was selected for this study. Nominations
for potential participants were gathered from teacher development staff and education

Ann:
Women’s Studies
Beth:
Anthropology
Charles: Philosophy
Shelley: History
Ed:
Economics

Martha: Philosophy
Terri:
Education
Ronald: Ethnic studies
Marcus: Teacher Education
Carmen: Psychology

Table 3-1: Academic Disciplines of Participants

faculty from three New England Colleges and universities resulting in an initial pool of
40 potential candidates. This study sought participation from educators who had some
level of awareness of power issues in society, in their course content, in their classrooms,
or in their teaching practices. Initial phone contacts to each potential participant explained
the nature of my study, inquired about their initial interest, and asked an open-ended
question regarding their thoughts on the importance of considering educator power in
their teaching. Awareness of educator power was gauged by examining potential
nominee’s course content and educational philosophies via syllabi or course catalogue
descriptions, for indications about educator power or democratic teaching. The final
population for the study consisted of higher education faculty from a diverse range of
disciplines within social sciences and humanities.
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Variables such as gender, race, ethnicity, age, sexual orientation, socio-economic
class, physical, mental, or emotional ability, religious affiliation, nationality were
considered and valued in population selection. A breakdown of the participants’ social
identities can be found in Table 3-2 below. The ways these factors inform educators’
practice will be discussed in the analysis chapter of this dissertation. A discussion of how
these factors specifically inform each participant’s use of power in the classroom is
beyond the scope of this study and is an area for further research.

Ann
Beth
Charles
Shelley
Ed
Martha
Terri
Ronald
Marcus
Carmen

Older middle aged (45-65), Euro-American, middle class, heterosexual,
Jewish, able-bodied woman
Older middle aged (45-65), working class / middle class, heterosexual,
Agnostic woman with “no applicable” racial or ability identity
Middle aged (30-45), Euro-American, middle class, heterosexual,
atheist man with no ability designation
Middle aged (30-45), Euro-American, middle class, Baha'i woman with
no ability designation and no sexual orientation identification
Older middle aged (45-65), Euro-American, middle class, heterosexual,
able-bodied man with no religious affiliation
Older middle aged (45-65), Euro-American, middle class, heterosexual,
able-bodied, atheist woman
Older middle aged (45-65), Euro-American, middle class, able-bodied,
lesbian with no religious affiliation
Older Middle-aged (45-65), African-American, middle class,
heterosexual, protestant man with no ability designation
Older middle aged (45-65), African-American, working class/poor,
heterosexual, able-bodied man with no religious affiliation
Middle-aged (30-45). Puerto-Rican, Middle class, heterosexual woman
with no religious affiliation, and no ability designation

Table 3-2: Social Identities of Participants

Table 3-3 describes the total number of years teaching, the number of years teaching at
their current institution, the years of teacher education or faculty development, and tenure
status.
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Participant
* Ann
tBeth
Charles
{Shelley
Ed
Martha
* Terri
Ronald
Marcus
{Carmen

Years Teaching Years Current Institution
29
12
25
6
13
13
3.5
1.5
25
18
26
25
24
11
28
23
23
16
6.5
4.5

Years teacher education
0
2
7
22
1
1 semester
9
3.5
0
0

All faculty are tenured except: * equivalent of tenure at institution without tenure,
t part-time faculty, J full time, tenure track faculty
Table 3-3: Teaching History of Participants
This study was conducted at seven colleges and universities in Western
Massachusetts. These institutions have a wide range of student populations, levels of
economic access, and expectations for faculty regarding research and teaching, and
resources for faculty development. Three were small, highly selective private colleges,
one was a large state university, one was a rural private college, one was a state college,
and one was a fairly selective small, private college. Two of the participants came from
women’s colleges. All institutions offered tenure, and one also offered an alternative
advancement program for faculty.
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Ann:
Small, private, highly selective
Beth:
Large university
Charles: Rural private college
Shelley: Small, private, highly
selective,
women’s
Ed:
Small, private, highly
selective,
women’s

Martha:
Terri:
Ronald:
Marcus:
Carmen:

Large university
Small, private, fairly selective
Large university
State college
Small, private, fairly selective

Table 3-4: Description of Participant Institutions
Data Collection
Rationale for Data Sources
To effectively examine the phenomenon of educator power in the classroom, three
collaborative research methods were used: in-depth interviews, classroom observation,
and participant “feedback” interviews. The first stage of this study identifies educators’
perceptions of their power and their use of it in their classrooms. Phenomenological, indepth interviews effectively met the needs of this stage of the study because they provided
design flexibility, room for the participant’s story, and opportunities for the researcher to
immediately follow-up on significant points (Marshall & Rossman, 1998, p. 139).
Gaining a sense of how classroom power is used by educators in this study was done by
entering the classroom setting with them and examining their practice via field
observation (Marshall & Rossman, 1998, p. 109). “Feedback” interviews were an
effective way to lend greater accuracy to my observations and interpretations of
classroom behavior via participant feedback. This final session, also provided an
opportunity for additional reflections from the participants and created avenues for
participant voice to enter into the research.
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In-depth Interviews
This study used a modified form of the phenomenological in-depth interviewing
method developed by Seidman states that, “the purpose of in-depth interviewing...is an
interest in understanding the experience of other people and the meaning they make of
that experience” (1998, p.3). Marshall and Rossman (1998) also suggest that, “the
purpose of this type of interviewing is to describe the meaning of a concept or
phenomenon that several individuals share,” (p.l 13). Further, they also state that
phenomenological interviews, “focus on the deep, lived meanings that events have for
individuals, assuming that these meanings guide actions and interactions” (1998, p. 114).
This method is personal, engaging, and provides a great deal of space for the emergence
of the educators’ thoughts, feelings, reactions, reflections, and impressions. How
educators perceive their power, its use, and their awareness of where it resides has a
significant impact on how they actually use their power in the classroom. Thus,
phenomenological interviews are a powerful and effective tool for uncovering the deep,
subtle, and too frequently unquestioned aspects of an educator’s power.

In his format for phenomenological interviewing, Seidman (1998) uses a three
part interview process where each interview is focused solely on one aspect of the
phenomenon being studied. “The first interview establishes the context of the
participants’ experience. The second allows participants to reconstruct the details of their
experience within the context in which it occurs. The third encourages participants to
reflect on the meaning their experience holds for them” (Seidman, 1998, p. 11). A benefit
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of this methodology is that it effectively elicits the depth and breadth of the participant’s
experience. Due to time constraints for participants, the size of the population, and the
presence of two other data collection methods, the three components of Seidman’s
procedure were modified to fit into one interview session. The interview questions can be
found in Appendix D.

A pre-interview process called the epoche (Patton, 1990, p.408) requires that the
interviewer write out her experience with the phenomenon so as to distinguish that from
the participants’ once the interview process begins. The epoche is designed to help the
researcher gain clarity about the phenomenon, be able to distinguish the researcher
experience from that of the participants, and be able to notice and name when their own
biases and interpretations enter into the interview process. An epoche describing the
researcher’s experiences with educator power are described in Appendix I.

Common limitations of in-depth interviews such as a possible lack of awareness
on the part of the participants or a poor skill base on the part of the interviewer were
considered and addressed via purposeful sampling techniques and researcher selfassessment. The conversation and communication skills of the researcher, my awareness
of the subject matter, and my ability to establish a comfortable relationship with the
participants and feel comfortable with this interview method contributed to the success of
this stage of the data collection process.
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The interview questions used in this study were loosely framed around the
Spheres of Educator Power model, and in particular the Intimate Sphere, as well as the
Sites of Educator Power model described in Chapter Two. Logistically, the interviews
lasted approximately 1 -2 hours. Each interview was tape recorded and transcribed by me
in its entirety. The location of the interview sessions was established at the comfort and
convenience of the participants.

A transcript from the interview was given to each participant for their review and
any additional comments. This step in the research process served four purposes. First, it
clarified the meaning of the words of the participants. Clear and accurate information
regarding participant perceptions of what power is, where it comes from, and how they
use it in their classrooms was needed to develop each participant’s observational frame.
Second, it created space for the insertion of participant voice and their stories into the
data collection process. Third, it helped to insure safety for the participants in the event
they said something they later wanted to change. Finally, this step enhanced the overall
validity and reliability of the study results.

Observations
As stated in Rossman and Marshall (1998), “Through observation, the researcher
documents and describes complex actions and interactions...” and discovers, “...recurring
patterns of behavior and relationships” (p. 109). The in-depth interviews provided an
observational frame for each participant that was specific to their perceptions, setting, and
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content. The comparison of those perceptions to actual practice requires the use of
observation of educator power in the natural setting. Observational analysis provides the
opportunity to join the educator in their classroom and, utilizing the analytical frame
constructed from the interviews, note the presence of power in their practice. The
observational frame for each participant was developed from their interview which was
transcribed and coded prior to the observation.

Two to eight in-class observations were conducted for each participant. Some
participants had 50-minute classes and thus I chose to see more of their classes. Some had
classes that were eight hours and so I observed them only two to three times. In total there
were 99 hours and 40 minutes of observation done for these ten participants. The range in
number of observational periods is considered sufficient for this study for two reasons.
First, this was not a study of the classroom dynamic or group dynamic and therefore did
not require the length of time usually required to be able to effectively assess the nature of
a group dynamic and all of its constituent parts. Second, this was not a study examining
the development of the educator, the class, or of power over any period of time. Instead, I
was merely capturing a “snapshot” of the educator’s practice to be compared to their
perceptual frame discussed in the interview. Given these two factors, a relatively small
number of observational periods was deemed sufficient to gather the type of data I was
looking for through the observations. Certainly, group dynamics and relationships as well
as the natural ebbs and flows of the semester cycle informed the educator's practice and
thus informed my observations to some degree. Nevertheless, even those variables, which
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are common to the academic environment, did not interfere with the essence of my
observational goal: to get a picture of the educator’s practice in the classroom.

There was a concern that the number of observation sessions might not enable the
establishment of a rapport that allowed my presence in the setting to remain unobtrusive.
The in-depth interviews prior to the observations helped establish a comfort level
between the researcher and study participants and engendered confidence that the
observations were, as much as can be possible, the participants’ “natural” teaching
practices.

The effective observation of such an elusive and complex phenomenon as
educator power required structured documentation and tracking in my field notes. I
utilized an observational format comprised of three simultaneous columns: setting, notes
related to the observational frame constructed from the in-depth interviews, and an
“observer's comments ” column. The three columns were separate and yet my entries into
them followed a chronological sequence so I could recreate the flow of changes in the
physical setting, actions of the educator and students, and my own comments. The setting
column recorded all aspects of the room, the physical presentation of the educator, the
classroom environment, and the movements of the educator through various parts of the
classroom. It also noted attendance and “logistical” happenings in the classroom. And
finally, this column had all of the time increments in it such that I was able to time stamp
all interactions and notes from the other two columns. The observational frame column
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recorded all aspects of the educator’s teaching or use of power in the classroom. At times
I wrote specific quotes, questions written on the board, or tasks handed out to the class.
At other times I made a more general reference to the themes and ideas identified by the
educator in the first interview. The observer’s comments column allowed space for me to
make note of any thoughts, observations, or analyses regarding the events I was
observing. I also was careful to put any comments which could be perceived as my own
biases in this column so as to acknowledge a subjective presence in the data collection. I
could then make every effort to separate that from my data collected regarding the
educator’s teaching and use of power.

At the end of every observational period, I wrote out a narrative version of any
key points I saw during the observation. These ranged from personal reactions, to larger
points I could not make in the field notes, to points I wanted to be sure to look for in the
next observation and/or follow up on during the “feedback'” interview. These notes have
been printed out and are considered part of the overall category of field notes.

Second “Interview”: Participant Reflection / Feedback On Observations
To help insure observational accuracy, I developed a second interview protocol
that enabled me to share a sample of observational excerpts with the participants in order
to clarify, explain, or expand on what I observed. This was not to be a time where I
challenged participants on what they did in any particular situation. Instead, this session
was a place where the participants added to my understanding of what they were doing in
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the classroom and why they were doing it. The interview was conducted as soon as
possible after the final observation (depending on the availability of the participants) and
they were made aware that its purpose was not to give them feedback on their teaching
but rather to have them assist me in making sure my notes reflected an accurate
description of their experience in the classroom. In the interview, participants were first
asked a number of follow-up questions that either expanded on themes they brought up in
their first interview or that came up in my observations. Following this general question
period, I gave participants copies of observational excerpts and read them aloud as they
read the copy. I had developed a number of clarifying questions for each observation and
those were also given in writing underneath the excerpt. Ultimately, this interview was
very useful in helping me make meaning of each participant’s classroom practice.

In contrast to the general frame of reference for the phenomenological interviews
already conducted, these interviews were very loose in their format and relied completely
on emergent data and themes generated from the first interviews and observations as well
as the reflections added by participants since the first interview. In particular, I noticed
that the questions from the first interview were an intervention of sorts for some
participants and they had further reflections to share with me regarding that interview.

Methodologically, this was a non-customary interview format and requires a very
delicate and intentional approach. Having participants reflect on another's observation of
their practice was a high risk approach and the exact procedure for sharing and soliciting
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this feedback was carefully developed with my committee as the study progressed. The
general questions, excerpts, and excerpt questions used for each participant can be found
in Appendix H.

Data Management
All interviews were fully tape recorded and fully transcribed verbatim. A “cleaned
up” version of each transcript was produced, with the permission of each participant, to
ease their use in the text of the dissertation. The researcher transcribed all twenty
interviews and watched for initial organization and coding at that time so as to help
identify possible major initial themes. Participants were given the “original” version of
the first interview transcript and were invited to give written feedback on this first
transcript. Those additional comments were then added into the transcript in a bracketed
manner to differentiate text from the original transcript versus what was an addition or
change to the transcript. Only one participant gave me written comments (Ed) in which
only two points in the original transcript were changed for confidentiality reasons. Other
participants (Shelley and Martha) shared oral comments and feedback before or after the
first couple of observations and those were recorded in the field notes. Most participants
made no reference to the specific content of the first transcript but did mention that they
enjoyed the process and opportunity to reflect on their teaching and those comments were
also duly noted in the field notes.
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The three-column observational field notes were recorded by hand and were left in
this format for the analysis process. The field notes were organized in chronological
order, however, every effort was made during my analysis to not have this order impede
the emergence of data. The observational narratives after each session were printed out
and used in conjunction with the observational field notes. I also attempted to keep a
general observational journal regarding the process itself and my reflections on my role in
it and these entries were also printed and used in the analysis.

The final interview was fully tape recorded and fully transcribed verbatim by the
researcher. The transcriptions of these sessions were not proofread by the participants as
the session itself was simply a conversation regarding the observation sessions.

Data Analysis

The general outline for the analysis of the data from this study will follow the six
phases described by Marshall and Rossman (1998): “organizing the data; generating
categories, themes, and patterns; coding the data; testing the emergent understandings;
searching for alternative explanations; and writing” up the findings (p. 158). In addition,
the data was read and reread literally, interpretively, and reflexively as suggested by
Mason (1996, p.109). The purpose and results of these readings will be discussed in
Chapter Four.
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In total, there were three phases of data analysis conducted in this study. The first
was a manual coding of the first interviews identifying how each participant’s perceptions
regarding their use of educator power in the classroom. These themes from each
participant’s first interview were then used to construct observational frames unique to
that participant. Though the coding schemas for each participant’s first interview were
largely emergent, the Spheres and Sites models were also used as general coding
categories in an effort to establish consistency across the sample where possible.

The second phase of analysis, also conducted manually, involved the
observational data and a search for any events in the observations that necessitated
additional commentary from the participant. This analysis was very participant specific
and the coding schema involved identifying excerpts from the observation that did not
coincide with the participant’s perceptions of how they use their power. Up to three
excerpts were drawn from a participant’s observations.

The third phase of analysis involved the formal examination of the complete data
and the resultant four “organizing strands” of this phase of analysis are presented in
Chapter Four. This phase of analysis utilized two data analysis methods. The first
method, cross- sectional indexing, was used for understanding what educator power is
and where it comes from (strand one), and what the commonalities were across
participant perception - practice gaps (strand four). Ethnograph (Seidel, 1998), a
qualitative research program, was used for the cross-sectional analysis of both the first
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interviews and the various participant gaps discovered in strand three. The interviews and
gaps were coded based on the codes from the first phase of analysis, newly emerging
coding schemas, and the aspects of educator power mentioned in the discussion of the
Intimate Sphere in Chapter Two.

The second method used in this phase of analysis, case study analysis, was used
for determining the gap between perceptions and practice for each participant (strand two)
and the results of interview two (strand three). Ethnograph (Seidel, 1998) was used to
develop themes of “perceptions of power use” for individual participants, no analysis
across participants was done. The themes generated for both how participants perceived
the use of their power in the classroom and for how participants used their power in
actual practice were used to code interview two and determine which aspects of the
interview were most salient to the analysis of the gap between participant perceptions and
practice.

Trustworthiness, Ethics, Role of Researcher, and Reciprocity
Trustworthiness Features
I have a passionate investment in this question and felt during this study that it
was important to distinguish between a passionate commitment to the question versus a
demand or expectation for a certain outcome. In realistic terms, though, no study and
certainly no qualitative study can be completely objective to achieve trustworthiness I
noticed and named my own positionality throughout this study wherever possible. For
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example, being open to emergent themes was challenging considering my extensive
research in this area. To mitigate this, I utilized my dissertation committee as well as a
peer committee to check my coding and thematic organization in addition to the
participant checking already mentioned.

Ethics
The primary ethical concerns in this study were the confidentiality of the
participants and the accessibility of the data to participants. Pseudonyms were used for all
participants and their institutions. The locations of my sample were contained within a
relatively small geographic area and so considerations of confidentiality regarding the
identification of their institutions were consistently taken into consideration. This was
another factor informing my choice to give the first interview transcripts back for
annotation: in this way, anything revealed in the interview that the participant realizes at
a later time might compromise them in any way was addressed. There is always the
possibility that the identity of a participant could be discovered if someone were to be
extremely diligent and this possibility is covered in the consent form. The consent forms
for all participants can be found in Appendix C. I also realize that I was invited into
educators’ lives and practices in a way that was both personal and revealing. Accordingly,
I made every effort to acknowledge that gift and treat it and the participants with care and
respect.
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Role of the Researcher
In the pilot study, my role in the in-depth interviews and “feedback” interviews
was more interactive and collegial than in the observations. The mutual interest in
teaching in higher education allowed for a little more conversation than I experienced in
previous in-depth interviews I have conducted. This sense of shared interest and purpose
also helped to establish a solid level of trust and investment in the study by the
participants. A similar experience happened in the dissertation study and I found myself
integrating easily into the settings and conversations with the participants.

In the observations, I took an observer role and attempted to disrupt the setting as
little as possible. I did not take my lap top into the setting as it would have been too
intrusive. Likewise, I did not participate in small group activities, class discussions, or
discussions with the educator (unless it could not be avoided) while in the setting. I did
not mingle with students unless it would be more awkward to not do so. On a few
occasions educators did talk to me at breaks or while the class was in small groups and I
tried to keep the discussions as short as possible. Students, too, engaged me occasionally
and I honestly stated that I was a researcher but also tried to reveal as little as possible
while in the setting. After the observations, educators often did chat with me about the
class, what they saw, and wondered what I was seeing in the process. I engaged with them
at these times and took field notes on these conversations afterward.
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With respect to data analysis, I disclosed to participants in a “truthful but vague”
(Marshall and Rossman, 1998, p. 81) manner the findings from my first “phase” of
analysis. Specifically, I did not mention the Spheres or Sites models in the first interview,
unless explicitly asked to do so as Terri did, because it was felt that to do so would
predispose their answers in the interview. It would also represent too much of an
intervention in their practice prior to observations and pollute the observational data.

Reciprocity
The primary purpose for this study was to create a teacher education model whose
application would enable educators to become more aware of their use of power in the
classroom and teach in more aware and democratic ways. Therefore, a reciprocal
relationship with my participants was important. There were numerous mechanisms in the
data collection process for the participants to engage with me, the data, and the direction
of the study. Specifically the sharing of interview transcripts and observational excerpts
(interview two) with participants was one such area where I encouraged educators to
share their voice in this process. A copy of the final dissertation will be made available to
all participants.

A final note regarding reciprocity relates to the uninvestigated nature of educator
power in the classroom. Based on the positive feedback I received from participants,
participation in this study was a positive experience in that they had an opportunity to talk
about their teaching in a way they usually do not because of time resources. I believe that
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this form of collegial conversation and reflection is an essential part of becoming more
aware of our power use in the classroom, and found at the conclusion of the second
interview that some participants had begun to integrate an awareness of their power into
their teaching. Upon their request, I provided suggestions and resources for them.

Limitations
This study is limited by a number of factors including population, location, and
the number of observations. The population for this study is limited to faculty in higher
education, specifically the social sciences, which could limit the generalizability of the
findings of the study. The location for this study is Western Massachusetts and the results
could be limited by region and might not be applicable to other areas of the country. The
number of observations for this study can be considered a limitation because it does not
allow for a long range sense of the educators practice. This study seeks only a “snap shot”
of the educator’s practice, and therefore limited the study to a small number of
observations. And finally, to isolate an educator’s power in the classroom in and of itself
is an artificial construction because power exists in relation to others forces such as
students, the institution, communities, or parents.

Conclusions
This qualitative design accounts for triangulation and accuracy, appropriately
protects and values the contributions of the participants, and allows for the effective study
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of educator perceptions of their use of power versus their actual practice. The results of
this study are discussed in the following chapter.

93

CHAPTER 4
FOUR STRANDS OF DATA
Introduction
The analysis of the data for this study led to the four “organizing strands”
presented below. The first strand of data represents participant responses to the two key
research questions: “what is educator power?” and “where does it come from?” The
second strand of data represents participants' perceptions of their power use, gathered
from interview one, in comparison to their practice, taken from field observations of each
participant. A gap between perceptions and practice was established for each participant
from this analysis. The third strand derives from interview two and represents participant
reflections on specific aspects of the observational data. The final strand analyzes all of
the participant gaps and presents the common factors found among them. Before
presenting the results of these four strands of analysis, it is important to describe the
lenses through which the data was read, analyzed, and organized.

Framework for Reading the Data
The data was read in three ways: literally, interpretively, and reflexively (Mason,
1996). Literally, the data was read for information such as how participants defined
power and their role in the classroom, where participants think educator power comes
from, and how participants perceive their use of power in the classroom. This read
addressed the “literal content” (Mason, 1996, p. 109) found in the first and second
interviews and addressed participants’ specific, stated perceptions of power in the
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classroom. The interpretive read involved “reading through and beyond the data” (Mason,
1996, p. 109) in order to infer meaning from it. For example, instances where participants
were talking about power in the classroom but did not necessarily name it as such were
read interpretively and included this in their overall understanding or definition of
educator power. The lens for interpretation was derived from the literature’s description
of educator power as well as the Spheres and Sites models. The interpretive lens was the
primary tool used to establish how participants actually used their power in the classroom
and helped identify a gap between their perceptions and practice (if one existed). This
read applied primarily to the observation data but included data from the interviews.

A reflexive read of the data included field memos and post-interview reactions. A
read of the data was conducted from this perspective because the researcher is
“inextricably implicated in the data generation and interpretation process” (Mason, 1996.
p. 109) and it was necessary to name this as an element in the data analysis. The reflexive
reading was not a primary source of analysis, but helped to expand on themes emerging
from the data and make connections that were not explicit in the data itself.

Framework for Analyzing and Organizing the Data
Two primary methods were chosen for organizing and analyzing the data: crosssectional indexing (sometimes referred to as categorical indexing or categorical coding)
analysis and non-cross-sectional analysis (Mason, 1996). Cross-sectional categories were
valuable because they organized large sets of the data in a coherent way and allowed for
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single or multiple-code analysis across the entire set. Strands one, what power is and
where it comes from, and four, commonalities across participant gaps, which contained a
fairly specific range of data were analyzed by cross-sectional indexing. This form of
analysis tends to move researchers toward a more quantitative, variable analysis which
runs counter to the emergent process of the qualitative design. Particular attention was
given to these limitations during this form of organization and analysis.

Non-cross-sectional analysis, which allows for more variability, was used for
strands two and three. This method was effective for case study analysis and identifying
the gap between perceptions and practice of a participant because each gap was specific
to an individual participant and therefore did not conform to the parameters of crosssectional analysis. Each participant’s perceptions of their power use were coded and then
compared to their practice via the observations. Non-cross-sectional analysis was also
used in strand three because the questions for interview two were derived from the
observations. As a result, there was no uniformity across the group and a cross-sectional
analysis was not possible.

The Four Strands of Data
The first organizational strand of data presented in this chapter constitutes a crosssectional analysis of all of the participants’ reflections about what educator power is and
where it comes from. The coding for this analysis was first done by hand. Ethnograph was
then used to compile the coded segments and develop data sets in response to these
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research questions. Two key themes arose in response to “what is educator power ?” and
each theme had three sub-themes. Three key themes were noted in response to “where
does educator power come from?” with sub-themes recorded for two of these themes.
Importantly, as the data was coded and analyzed it was apparent how, to varying degrees,
each participants’ response was tied to their discipline and other aspects of the Sites
Model discussed earlier. A deeper discussion of this will be undertaken in the next
chapter.

The second major strand of data compares participant perceptions of power use to
their actual practice. An analysis of interview one for each participant led to the
development of a general framework for how each participant perceives their classroom
power use. These perceptual frameworks were then compared to the observation data and
a resultant gap for each participant is briefly described.

The third strand of data represents key issues addressed in interview two. This
interview asked participants to comment on and help the researcher make meaning of
questions and excerpts drawn from the observations. The most salient questions and
responses are represented in this strand of data. In addition, these interviews gave
participants a chance to convey any additional thoughts about their power in the
classroom. The fourth strand of data presented analyzes across all of the participant gaps
found in strand two and presents the three most common factors among participant gaps
in this study.
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Strand One: Participants1 Definitions and Sources of Educator Power
Introduction
Though “what educator power is” and “where educator power comes from” are
very closely connected, they are discussed in exclusion of each other to clearly outline
participant perceptions of each. A cross-sectional analysis searched for direct or indirect
participant reference to what constitutes educator power in the classroom. Where power
was mentioned explicitly it was read, coded, and analyzed literally. Inexplicit references
to power were read interpretively as educator power and were coded and analyzed
through a frame developed from the literature and from the Spheres and Sites Models
presented earlier.

Participant Descriptions of “What Educator Power Is”
Participants gave a number of responses to interview questions asking what they
thought educator power in the classroom was. In general, the content of participant
responses appeared to be in relative chorus. Most differences in participant responses
were semantic, ascribable to variances in participant disciplines or teacher training
experiences. In distilling the data for this section, participant perceptions of what educator
power is were organized into two central themes: “who educators are in the classroom”
and “what educators do in the classroom”. Further analysis organized each theme into
three essential, and often interrelated, sub-themes. Each of these themes will be discussed
in turn.
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What Educator Power Is
Theme One: Who Educators Are In the Classroom
Educator role in the classroom
Educator position within the institution
Educator knowledge possession
Theme Two: What Educators Do In the Classroom
Facilitation and pedagogy
Empowerment
Grading
Table 4-1: “What Educator Power Is”

Theme One: Who Educators Are In the Classroom
This theme was the mentioned most consistently among participants and
represented the bulk of their understanding of what educator power is in the classroom.
The most discussed of the three sub-categories in this theme was, by far, the educator’s
role in the classroom. All ten participants discussed the power connected to their role and
broke down their perceptions of that power in a number of different ways. Half of all
participants said that the power from their role was inherent and that no matter how one
tried to mitigate it, in the classroom setting, their role would always give them a measure
of power. As Ann shared, “...you just have it. You don't have to earn it, you don’t even
deserve it, but you’ve got it.” Martha added that, “it derives not from anything that I
do...(and) has nothing to do with me. Anybody could have this position and they’d have
exactly the same kind of power. And I always thought that power was illegitimate
because it doesn’t have anything to do with what I do or how I act or my presence or what
I have to offer in the classroom.” Two participants connected inherent power to the issue
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of respect and noted that they garnered respect because they occupied a particular position
whether or not they had earned it.

Six participants tied the power of their role to their responsibility of sharing
information and “teaching” students. For example, Charles stated that “I have the power
because I’ve been given the responsibility of trying to teach a particular course.” Martha
added, “we as teachers have a responsibility...both to present the material to (students)
and also to sort of break it down into pieces that make it possible for them to learn. So I
think that kind of power is, whether that’s good or bad, it’s kind of inherent to the
teaching experience.” Four participants saw their responsibility as being a role model for
students. Some used their power to model excitement, passion, and a commitment to
learning, while Martha mentioned modeling, “...ways of interrupting inappropriate
behavior on the part of students.” Martha views this as a completely legitimate and
important use of her power because, “...people look to me. I’m clearly the facilitator of
what happens in the classroom. So I have to say what's appropriate and what’s not
appropriate. And it would be a real abdication of responsibility if I didn’t do that.'’

Another set of five participants talked about the role of the educator as an
authority figure. Marcus shared that he has come to see his own authority and power as a
teacher because he is, “...charged with a task. And I am allowed to do whatever is
necessary within the structure of the institution to achieve that task. And so, that gives me
a tremendous amount of authority and power in terms of my own teaching.”
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The second sub-theme mentioned for “who educators are in the classroom” was
the power connected to structural mechanisms in the school and larger society. Martha
acknowledges this aspect of her power by talking about how she has tried to challenge it,
“one kind of power I’ve done a lot to draw into question is the sort of bureaucratic and
structural power that comes to me by virtue of my place in the institution and the rank I
hold.” Shelley mentioned the issue of ego and noted because, “it is right there in our
construction of academic work” it adds to the institutional and structural power that
educators are to be buying into. Structural mechanisms in the school and larger society
included the nature of faculty relationships with students and how those were scripted by
the school environment. For Ed, the reverence for faculty, and by association education as
a whole, in the society plays a significant role in how much power, real or perceived,
faculty have.

The third sub-theme addressing “who educators are in the classroom” is
knowledge possession. As Ronald states, “the power we have, aside from that granted by
the State, is that we have more information than the students.” Overall seven participants
alluded to the possession of power in the classroom by virtue of having more information
than the students in the class. Charles, for example, referred to this as expertise power
where, “...you’re in a position where you’re supposed to be an expert on a lot of things
(and) where it’s practically a crime not to know everything. And that puts you in a
position of coming to think that you do or act as though you do and feel self-important
about that.” Others connected it to their degree and its statement of content mastery such
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as Charles’ statement that he is, “old enough and accomplished enough intellectually to
have some justification for commanding respect for my intellectual accomplishments and
for my knowledge of the discipline and so forth.” All participants who mentioned this
knew that their knowledge possession, no matter how student-centered the classroom
was, coupled with their role as the instructor, moved power toward the educator. Martha
mentioned that, “the reason students have come to us is because they believe we (know)
something ...they don’t know (and) they want to (get it) from us.” Therefore knowledge
possession can transfer into power as students seek that information. A few participants
mentioned pedagogical techniques used to mitigate this aspect of power but they
acknowledged they could never really eliminate their power due to their possession of
knowledge in a culture where it is such a commodity. Charles states, “...in terms of our
educational background and preparation and in terms of our roles - what we're there for,
we’re not equal.” However, regardless of what participants perceived as the inevitability
of their power due to knowledge possession, Shelley maintained that she, “will never say
‘I’m an expert on this’.”

Theme Two: What Educators Do In the Classroom
The second major theme found in response to the question of “what is educator
power?” addresses what educators do in the classroom. This theme also has three sub¬
themes including facilitation and pedagogical issues, empowerment, and grading. The
first of these sub-categories, facilitation and pedagogical issues, was mentioned by all
participants and describes power as the concrete aspects of what educators do in the

102

classroom. As Marcus shares, it is about “making choices about what to teach, how to
teach, making decisions about how to cover certain amounts of material, where to focus
the material, designing exams, making decisions about how people get graded. All of
those things are an exercise of authority.” And for Terri, “...educator power has to do with
(how) the person who is up in front of the classroom (is) responsible for facilitating
something happening in that classroom - (how) that person uses power in the interactions
in the classroom. And the way that person either directs what happens, or guides what
happens, or facilitates what happens. ...(It is) the leadership process and the leadership
skills the person uses and how much power each of them has.” Ed adds that “I think the
power that I see myself having in the classroom has to do with being a leader of a
particular educational experience that usually lasts a semester...I guess part of it also is
the protocol around the room. And at a place like this there’s a pretty highly informed
level of protocol about student-teacher relationships, expectations on both sides about
what’s going to happen and how it’s going to proceed and what the outcomes are going to
be.” Connected to facilitation issues, participants also identified the process of setting up
the classroom environment as part of their power and mentioned the issue of safety and
that it was their responsibility to make the classroom environment as safe as possible.
Marcus shares that “I have to create that space because it doesn’t necessarily exist in and
of itself. I construct that. And that’s part of ...my authority.” Closely tied to the power to
set up the classroom structure was the power to make decisions in the classroom around
assignments, activities, and the learning objectives for the course. Carmen highlights that
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educators also “...have the power structure assignments, have the power to structure how
they get graded, what’s valued and what’s not valued and what gets more points.”

Six participants discussed how having goals and learning objectives for the course
linked to their power in the classroom. These participant goals primarily revolved around
student content mastery and students being able to move to the next level in a course of
study, critical thinking, seeing the world from another perspective, and being successful
in the larger society. Carmen passionately declared that her goal was for her students, “to
want to learn more. For them to be excited about learning, curious about learning” and
continue their learning long after the class has ended. Two final areas of this sub-theme
mentioned by participants were classroom discipline (mentioned y five participants) and
classroom control (mentioned by one). Overall, instructors in this study saw very little
need for discipline in adult education settings and relied on the material and the grade and
peer dynamics of higher education to do the disciplining for them. Only one participant
mentioned the issue of control and that was in reference to his losing control during a
group discussion.

A second sub-theme of educator power in terms of “what educators do in the
classroom” dealt with empowering students and making the classroom an empowering
place via sharing power with students. All participants mentioned this and five
participants talked specifically about challenging students to think differently and to see
the world from a broader perspective. Shelley shared that “...part of the power of an
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educator is to get people to question the power / knowledge assumptions of the society
they live in” and “...to open people’s horizons about seeing themselves and their place in
creating justice in the world differently.” To effectively do this, Ed states that it is
important to, “give students tools to help them learn more about the world that they live
in and to take away from it whatever it is that they find most useful to give themselves
more influence and control over their own lives and what their interests are.” Ronald
specifically talked about critical thinking and getting his students to “tear and compare”
the information in class and the larger society and critically develop their own “truths”.
He says that “...in class I’ve never focused or thought about it in terms of power. I think
of teaching as an attempt to get at ‘what is the truth'... I’m here to cultivate their minds.”
Terri states that her, “...belief is that education is about empowerment. It’s about making
space for people to take responsibility for their own learning. And, maybe guiding them
or posing a question that takes them somewhere, but, not feeding it.”

Participants also mentioned developing mechanisms to share power with students
and create classrooms that were more student centered. Four participants talked about
encouraging students to be active and engaged learners who are agents of their education
and that this was a way to share power and empower in the classroom. Ann specifically
mentioned the issue of sharing power with students and said, “in terms of my teaching, as
opposed to what may be (actually) happening, what I’m trying to (do is) I’m trying to
throw my power to them....” Shelley talked about modeling empowerment and stated that,
“what I am also showing them by the way that I interact with the class is that powerful
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people empower other people.” And finally, Charles observed the subtle differences
between “empowering students” versus encouraging students to “empower themselves”
and stated that educators, “genuinely do want to empower students, it’s not hypocrisy.
But you (the educator) want to be doing the empowering, and that misunderstands what
empowerment is about and, in general, what learning is about.” This is a crucial point of
analysis for educator power in the classroom and will be discussed in more detail in
Chapter Five.

The final sub-theme of “what educators do in the classroom” as it relates to their
power is the issue of grading, evaluation, and assessment. All ten participants mentioned
this issue during the interviews and with varying degrees of dislike. A majority of
participants stated that they would rather not have to issue grades but could not see that as
a possibility at their current institution, except Ann who teaches at an institution where
they administer narrative evaluations instead of grades. Martha shares that “I feel about
grades like I feel about eating meat: I wish I didn't (laughs) but it's so complicated living
according to principles that I can’t deal with it so basically I give grades.” Five
participants specifically acknowledged the dual nature of grading: its use as an evaluative
tool versus its meaning to the outside world. The importance of giving students feedback
on their work was clearly stated by participants, and yet most faculty in this study said
that the economic power of the grade in graduate school or the workplace, its political
power within the institution, and its societal power throughout the larger world made
grading problematic aspects of their power. Even with Ann and her institution’s narrative
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evaluations, “(the institution) doesn’t have grades but it does have the need to credential
its students for the outside world. When you’re writing student evaluations, you are very
aware, as you are with a grade, that you’re sending signals to the world about this
student.” Four participants felt that this loaded nature of grading and evaluation often was
a barrier to actual learning. Some participants did acknowledge that grades had a
motivational function for some students but would rather not engage in grading and have
students partake in the learning simply out of a desire to learn. Shelley acknowledges how
grading unfairly reduces all students to a single plane of evaluation, “I have a really hard
time with grades. Philosophically 1 think that rewarding people is good. ... But I have a
really hard time with grading people (because) part of the problem with grading is that it
assumes that everybody starts in the same place (and) not everybody starts in the same
place. It’s just utterly unfair.” Martha’s “theoretical objection to grades is that it reduces
people to a single scale. And, people have different strengths and different weaknesses
and there ought to be a way to point that out to people without having to say, kyou’re a
‘B’ person or you’re an kA’ person.”

Some educators in this study, Ann for example, have tried alternative methods to
grading such as giving everyone A’s, letting students grade themselves or grade each
other, having participation be a majority of the grade, allowing extensive rewrites, giving
extra credit, changing assignment structure and evaluation methods, and allowing
students to design their own assignments and exams. Though successful in engaging
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students in the process, according to participants, none of these methods have
successfully eliminated the power inherent in giving a grade.

Participant Descriptions of “Where Educator Power Conies From”
Participant responses to questions regarding where educator power comes from
were distilled into three central themes relative to the location of the educator. The first
involves institutional, structural, and societal forces that confer power onto the educator
such as tenure or the economic cache of higher education. The second theme addresses
how students help construct the power of the educator in the classroom, in large part
through the abdication of their own power. And the third theme discusses referent sources
of power that reside within the educator such as social identity. Answers for this third
theme came only as a result of direct questions regarding some of these sites of power
where as the other two themes were readily acknowledged by participants.

Where Educator Power Comes From
Theme One: Institutional and Societal Sources of Educator Power
Institutions grant educator power
Institutions define educator power
Institutions reinforce educator power
Society further extends educator power
Theme Two: Students as a Source of Educator Power
Students are socialized to cede power
Students project roles onto the educator
Theme Three: Sources of Power Directly Connected to the Educator
Social identity
Personal style
Knowledge possession
Teaching skill and experience
Table 4-2: “Where Educator Power Comes From”
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Theme One: Institutional and Societal Sources of Power
The first theme, the institutional and societal sources of educator power was
mentioned by all ten participants and was discussed at more length by men than by
women. Participant responses described how institutions grant and define educator power
through the creation of roles and expectations and then reinforce that power through the
implementation of institutional structures. Participants also situated the power of the
institution within the larger society and suggested ways that societal norms and influences
also construct the power of the educator.

Participants shared that institutions grant educators power by defining the role of
the educator and then creating an institutional culture that supports that role. Ed stated
that the power of the educator is created, “partly (by) the administration of an institution,
... (they define) the role of the faculty in the institution. And I think that this is an
institution where the faculty are exalted (laughs) by themselves, by the administrators, by
the students, and by the students’ families. And that’s not an uninformed exaltation. It’s
based on the fact that this place prides itself on having an excellent faculty... And as a
result I think that (it) reinforces the power and the authority that faculty have." Charles
agreed that institutions are a source of educator power and said that includes, “...both the
institution of the school, college or university that you’re operating in and the background
that ratifies those institutional structures.” Ronald added that though an institution grants
power to educators it, “...is often times resistant to the exercising of authority or the
power of teachers because (it) wants to define what your authority is.” Therefore, the
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institution does not simply grant power to educators, but determines what that power
looks like and how that power should be exercised in the classroom. This process
connects with the issue of inherency mentioned earlier as Carmen adds that, “you can be
given or attributed authority by virtue of just being there.”

Once granted, participants said the institution then defines the power of the
educator by prescribing certain expectations for educators. Part of Ed’s power in the
classroom comes from the expected, “protocol around the room. And at a place like this
there’s a pretty highly informed level of protocol about student-teacher relationships;
expectations on both sides about what’s going to happen and how it’s going to proceed
and what the outcomes are going to be.” Charles sees the institutional connection to his
power but feels that, “...the institutional expectations of what I was supposed to be doing
in terms of indoctrinating students into certain behaviors and so forth was something that
it was my job to oppose.” Ronald says that this institutional conferrence of power can be
problematic because, “institutions of education sometimes are ambivalent about what
they charge teachers to do and sometimes they change what their charge is.” In addition,
Ed and Shelley, both from elite women’s colleges, mentioned significant support coming
from the institution in helping faculty develop their teaching while most participants
discussed the institution’s role construction as something less committed and more
abstract. At these two colleges it is expected that faculty will teach in a rigorous,
engaging, and empowering fashion such that female students gain the information and
skills necessary to be successful in the world. This expectation reinforces and perhaps
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entrenches the belief that student success is educator driven, thus further assigning power
to educators.

Having established and defined educator power, institutions then reinforce the
power of an educator by creating structures within the institution, such as tenure, and
grading, that serve to further entrench educator power. Grading was mentioned in terms
of “what educator power is” and here is mentioned again because the process of grading
also serves as a source of power in the classroom. The ability to grade, evaluate and judge
and judge a student’s work combined with the importance of grades in today’s
educational climate makes the power to assign an ‘A' instead of a ‘B’ potent. Terri
supports this by saying that some of her power as an educator definitely, “has to do with
reward and coercion power that comes with grading (and) the fact the we have to grade.”

Six participants also mentioned how societal norms and influences further extend
the institutional construction of educator power. As Charles states, his power in the
classroom is also “partly social and ...has to do with all of the things that delineate and
create power in our society.” Ed feels his power, “fundamentally comes from the social
environment of higher education in the United States,” because his class, “is not just ‘a
class’, it’s a class in the context of the institution, in the context of the world of liberal
arts education and in the society and in the economy.” A few participants stated that the
larger social and political climate also affects how the power of the educator is
constructed. Beth’s early teaching in the 60's involved more resistance and questions than
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she experiences in higher education now. Today, in teaching students for whom Reagan
and Bush were the principal influences, she finds that students no longer question faculty
and materials but simply take notes and care more for grades than critical inquiry and
analysis. “And Fve talked to other teachers at the college about this. That 12 years of
leadership said, ‘don’t think about it, just do if. Essentially, just do what you’re told,”
thus leaving the power of the educator even less challenged and critiqued than before. In
another example, Terri talked about the process of accreditation and how non-traditional
programs and teaching approaches are not as valued in the larger society and therefore
teaching and operating in that way runs the risk of not being accepted by the larger
academic community and society in general.

Theme Two: Students as a Source of Educator Power
This site of educator power addresses how students perceive educators and how
those assumptions and expectations inform the power an educator has in the classroom. It
is beyond the scope of this study to investigate how students and educators co-construct
classroom power and yet this study would be remiss if it did not state that students are,
indeed, an important source of power for the educator. Nine out of ten participants in this
study said that some portion of an educator’s power is derived from students ascribing
that power to the educator. Though most felt that students had an impact on the power in
the classroom, the extent of that power varied among the participants. Beth, for example,
felt that student power was, “...minimal. I mean they kind of walk into a situation where
the educator already has the power. To some extent, some students, I think, try to
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influence how a classroom goes and that kind of maneuvering in the classroom, certainly
students have an influence on.” Charles offered a different perspective and stated that,
“there’s less (educator power) than the student assumes. There’s an important sense in
which much of the power the professor or the teacher has is actually imaginary,” and only
exists because students choose to believe that the educator has power. Shelley also
acknowledged that students give her power and that, “one of the things I’m dealing with
now and trying to figure out what to do with, is the kind of power that students just
automatically give me.” Martha believes this happens because, “students come in pretty
much with a high school understanding of their relationship to a teacher, which is that
basically, ‘the teacher has the power and I am shit and I better do what I am told’.” Using
oppression theory to explain this process, Terri adds that, “just as an oppressed group
member plays host and gives power to oppressors, sometimes students do that.” Ed
suggests this happens because, “...different students have different takes on what the role
of a professor or the role of an instructor is. I think that some students are willing to just
sort of cede authority and take it for granted that ...the instructor has the power and the
authority and they’re there to receive whatever it is. On the other hand, I think that some
students have enough confidence ...so that it’s a much more ...dynamic kind of
relationship. But in most of the courses I teach, I haven't encountered a large number of
students who feel like they don’t want to give me that kind of power.”

In addition, two participants noted that students occasionally project other roles
onto educators in conjunction with their power. Charles explained that “they’re very
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much in awe of you. They project onto you a kind pf parental or other authoritative role.
And sometimes almost require this of you, you know, they almost demand that you play
this role... they will resist any breakdown of that pattern...(because) they don’t want to be
empowered.” Martha shared that she has written an article for publication about this
phenomenon and in it she, “asserted that there was a lot of psychological material
projected on us, mother stuff and father stuff’ that played out in significant ways in the
classroom.

Two participants mentioned that students assign power to educators based on who
students perceive them to be in the world. Ann asserted that, “whether your authority,
your knowledge, or whatever you have to offer is recognized and validated by your
students is somewhat their perceptions of who and what you are by giving your broader
social identity, not your own.” Martha added that she thinks, “anybody goes into the
classroom confronting particular expectations of who’s really supposed to be there and
how illegitimate is the person who actually shows up. And then a person of color or a
white woman has to figure out ways to deal with that. And all of this, I think, happens at a
mostly unconscious level on the part of students.” Clearly, student stereotypes and larger
social constructions of power and privilege play strongly into student abdication of power
in the classroom. And finally, though some participants did not think that tenure played
much of a role, participants did note some discrepancies in how the students perceived
the power and authority of Teaching Assistants versus lecturers versus faculty.
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Theme Three: Sources of Power Directly Connected to the Educator
Participants mentioned four sub-themes regarding the sources of power connected
to the educator themselves. The first sub-theme, social identity, emerged as a site of
educator power in response to a direct question in the interview and touched upon the
socially constructed identities that one holds relative to systems of power and privilege in
the Untied States. The second sub-theme, personal style, touches on the educator’s
personal beliefs and visible attributes. Knowledge possession is the third sub-theme
mentioned as a site of power for educators and essentially addresses how the mastery of
the educator engenders power. The final sub-theme representing a site of educator power
involves the educator’s teaching skill and experience in the classroom.

In response to a direct question regarding social identity, all ten participants
discussed it as an element that constructs educator power in the classroom. As Ronald
shares, “I think social identity is obviously an important issue. And again it's one of those
subtleties embedded within the teaching and learning process because the teaching and
learning process is essentially a relational process. Participants, such as Ann, saw the
impact of both their dominant and subordinate social identities because, “your status
within the wider society doesn’t change when you walk into the classroom ...and I think it
affects whether you’re seen as an authority figure or not ...and whether your authority,
your knowledge, whatever you have to offer is recognized and validated.” Other
participants were equally lucid and forthright about the impact of social identity on their
power. The key identities mentioned included gender, race, age, sexual orientation, and
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some brief mention of disability issues. All participants saw this as a key aspect to their
power in the classroom and all noticed that it’s role can be positive or negative depending
on the larger social power associated with a given identity.

With respect to race. Carmen noted that “My being a Puerto Rican woman has
everything to do with how students are going to receive me and what are their biases and
what are their expectations...Like I know there are certain students who may not ask a
particular question because they fear that they may offend me or... while other students
may feel more empowered to challenge me because I’m a Puerto Rican woman so I must
not know very much.” Racial identity as a source, or not, of power in the classroom was
acknowledged by both faculty of color and white faculty. Martha’s statement of “certainly
that I’m white is power...” was owned by most of the white faculty and some pointed to
the effects of racism in the academy and how institutions construct power through racist
ideology. Again Martha shares that “(The academy demonstrates that) there’s general
knowledge and there’s specialized knowledge. And people of color, ‘may be the
authorities on specialized knowledge but, the general knowledge belongs to white
people’.” An example of this lies in a reflection of Ronald’s where he states that as a
Black man his identity helps lend credibility to his teaching the history of Martin Luther
King Jr. and Malcolm X.

Gender was also widely mentioned and the women in this study were all clear
about the effect their gender has in the classroom. Beth states that “being a woman... (has)
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had its drawbacks. Once at a community college I got an evaluation that said I should
wear skirts more often. (Laughs!) And I said, ‘no. I’m sorry. I wear pants’. I wear pants
and shirts I’m sure partly as an investiture of power from the male world, the dominant
male image. I attempt to take a powerful stance and make that clear. (And some) students
have problems dealing with me as a woman in that position. Less and less over the years,
but it’s still there.” In another analysis of the power dynamics around gender, Martha
adds that “there’s probably some way that white women both take male power and also
don’t take it because, in my observation, students get pretty upset at women who act as if
they have as much authority as men do.” Gender and race were noticed by white men as
well. Ed shares that, “yes, I think the fact that I'm a white male has had an influence on
the experiences I’ve has as a teacher and the way that I’ve developed as a teacher. And I
imagine that ...someone who’s not male and not white would have different experiences
teaching and developing their own role in the classroom.”

Age and class were also mentioned as social identities that ascribed, or not, power
to an educator. They were not mentioned with as much frequency as race or gender but
Charles states that, “the fact that I’m twice or more their age, the fact that I'm male, the
fact that I dress differently, the fact that I have degrees, (and) the fact that I have a title,”
gives him more power in the classroom than students and potentially as other faculty with
different social identities. He adds that, “just because I’m older, there’s something given
to me. And I’m dressed a little differently (so) that sort of automatically, when I walk in,
people stop talking.” For Martha, “when I looked like I was 19 there was a real different
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response from my students. And now I’m older than their parents so, it’s not the same...
Yeah, actually age is probably an important thing to think about. Especially how students
receive people.” Three faculty in this study mentioned issues of sexual orientation and
how their choosing to come out or being presumed to be gay impacted how students
related to them and the material. Overall, participants agreed that one’s social identity and
its connection to power and privileges within the larger society informed the construction
of their power in the classroom

The second sub-theme mentioned by nine participants as a site of educator power,
personal style and presence in the classroom, was considered an important even though it
is more ambiguous and less quantifiable than other sources. Most participants who
discussed personal style had political commitments or life experience that undergirded
their sense of power and their sense of what educator power should look like in the
classroom. Shelley shared that for her power, ‘‘comes really strongly from a set of
personal beliefs.” Martha adds that her power as a teacher, “is not entirely political for
me, but it’s sort of connected with politics.” Overall participants felt that expressing a
commitment to social change and modeling a critical social analysis impacted the power
that they had in the classroom in either positive or negative ways. When the views
expressed were in line with those of the institution or the majority of the class,
participants felt they gained power. When the views were in contrast with the institutional
and classroom climate, participants felt they maintained the power gained from other
sources, but did not necessarily gain power because of their beliefs. On rare occasions.
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like when addressing issues of sexism with men, female participants felt they did lose
some of their authority in the classroom. Participants were less vocal in class about their
spiritual beliefs but three participants acknowledged that their spiritual beliefs and
philosophies imbued them with a sense of power and purpose in the classroom.

The second area of personal style dealt with visible, physical stylistic aspects of
the educator herself such as clothing, age (actual or perceived), physical size, their energy
in the classroom and the like. Beth shared that, “if nothing else you can see it in body
language, clothing, style of talking.” Martha concurs and says that, “for a long time I wore
jeans and then it seemed like...way up until around the mid ‘80's and then it didn’t seem
like people were doing that any more so I dressed up a little bit more.” She also adds that,
“it must be that I have some personal power...for female reasons, I guess. I’m sort of
loathe to think about that....” Three participants said their high energy levels in the
classroom had an impact on the amount of space they took up which, in turn, impacted
the amount of power they had and exerted in the room. The more engaged the students
were, the more this area of power added to the overall power of the educator. Martha
talked about this in terms of charisma in that, “a person with charisma or a person who is
respected (has power).” Terri adds, “there’s the stuff about personal style - how assertive
a person is or how aggressive a person is or passive; the degree to which an educator
takes up space or takes air time in the classroom.”
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The third sub-theme regarding referent sites of educator power involves educator
knowledge possession. Nine participants noted this site of power and some associated this
with having degrees and titles, others noted that this was more about the depth and
breadth of knowledge they had on a topic, and still others referred to this more as
experience in life, with the topic, and in teaching the material. Ed stated that, “obviously
other forms (of power) have to do with leadership...it has to do with a recognition that I
have a Ph.D., that I have an interest and passion about certain things as well as some
accumulated knowledge and some experience teaching.” The belief that, “power comes
from my training too - that I do have information to convey and people believe that...” is
an aspect of her power that Martha tries to stay aware of in her teaching. Ronald shared
that, “we have more information than the students, theoretically (laughs)” and that gives
him an automatic degree of authority in the classroom. Overall, participant comments on
this site of power were brief because this source of educator power in the classroom is
closely tied to the aspects of their role and institutional power. It is being discussed as an
independent variable because just as educators talked about varying degrees of
credentialing and the societal cache of grades for students, so too does the source of one’s
degree and knowledge carry that same power. Though participants acknowledged that the
issue of content did give them some power in the classroom, a few noted that they tried
not to buy into that all the time and were also aware that students brought with them life
experience that could (and should) also be seen as knowledge.
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The fourth sub-theme mentioned as a site of educator power was the teaching skill
and experience of the educator. Five participants suggested that one’s skill and experience
in teaching has something to do with the power they possess in the classroom. Some
connected this to content mastery while others suggested that their high energy in the
classroom, ability to engage students in interesting ways, and their ability to relate to
students personally were significant sources of their power in the classroom. Beth
describes her style as very high energy and says that, “what’s been effective has been an
engaging, interesting lecture style and an engaging, interesting discussion leader.” For
her, the effectiveness of this style gamers a range of power in the classroom. Shelley also
believes that, “if you’re a good teacher, (the power) is there even more.” Martha adds, “I
think I can formulate things and present things that gives me a kind of power.” Finally
Terri shares that, “some of it comes from knowing how to facilitate, having leadership
skills in the group (and) some of it comes from understanding the learning process and
being able to ask the right questions or make interventions at the right time.”

Strand Two: Participant Perceptions Versus Practice - Identifying the Gap
Introduction
This “strand” of data was analyzed to determine the gap between participant
perceptions and practice regarding their use of power in their teaching. This section is
organized by participant in what will be called Participant Profiles. Each Participant
Profile contains a description of the participant’s setting, a summary of the participant’s
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perceptions of their power use, and a comparison of participant perceptions versus their
practice.

“Setting Description” discusses the institutional setting, the classroom setting, a
general student profile for the course being observed, and any salient aspects of the
participant themselves. “Participant Perceptions of Power Use” describes the participant’s
overall perceptions of how they use their power in the classroom. This portion of data
was taken from the first set of in-depth interviews. Each individual interview was coded
into general categories for that participant’s perceptions. “Comparison of Participant
Perceptions to Practice” is presented in four parts. The first describes where the
participant’s perceptions match their practice. The second represents where their
perceptions of power did not manifest in their practice. The third describes where
elements of their practice that actually ran counter to their perceptions of power use. The
fourth represents any aspect of the participant’s practice and use of power that was not
perceived.

Participant Profile - Ann
Setting Description
Ann teaches at an elite, small, private college in Massachusetts. The college is co¬
educational, has around 2,000 students enrolled, and uses narrative evaluations instead of
grades in their assessment of student work. She has the equivalent of tenure and has been
teaching there for twelve years. Ann’s classroom was fairly large, and had chairs to seat
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thirty-five people. There was a chalk board along one of the largest walls, and observation
mirrors along the opposing wall. One of the shorter walls had a bank of windows
overlooking the parking lot and then woods and the other short wall is solid. The door to
the classroom was in its comer. The walls were white, the floor was carpeted, and the
chairs had a traditional feel with built-in desk tops. A good amount of light came into the
room through the windows. There was a long, heavy table in front of the board which
Ann and her co-teacher pushed against the chalk board to create more room for putting
the chairs in a circle. The approximately thirty students in Ann's class were traditionally
aged, almost all white, and almost all female (there was one man and three women of
color in the class). Ann was usually dressed in semi-casual linen pant or skirt outfits,
casual shoes, and jewelry that was mostly bead work. Her demeanor in the classroom was
casual and she conversed freely with students before and after class.

There were five observations equaling six hours and forty minutes of observation
conducted for Ann from February 18 to May 6, 1999. Each observation ran from 2:00 3:20 on Thursday afternoons. Ann taught two courses this semester and I only observed
the 200-level, social science course addressing issues of reproductive rights nationally
and internationally. Ann co-taught this class with another faculty member and is the only
participant in this study who was observed co-teaching.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Ann perceived her power use in three principal ways: getting students to engage
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with each other, empowering students, and teaching students to think critically. Ann feels
that, “getting rid of power is getting rid of the barrier to education.” Throughout her
history as an educator and at the three previous colleges she has taught at, Ann has
consistently drawn into question institutional systems of power and encouraged students
to challenge those systems. She feels that, “all these issues about power seem much more
important to me than content,” because learning about empowerment in a democratic
classroom has a more significant impact on society than the rote memorization of content.

First, Ann said she tries to “throw her power'' to students so that they can engage
with each other and have lively, even contestational, debates regarding the material in the
course. Ann said that she does not want to be, “the authority spouting wisdom” at the
front of the room but wants to try, “to direct the action in a more collaborative way.” She
cautions that getting students to engage takes more than cursory gestures because you can
have students, “sitting in a circle (with) everyone is still just talking to the teacher
(laughs) and the teacher to them.” In line with this she acknowledged that she has, “the
tendency to comment on each student's comment to either reframe it or say something
about it. Which I think, then, does often add the effect of, you know. I'm like the center.”
To get students more engaged Ann says she tries a number of pedagogical techniques to
bring student voice into the classroom and get them to see each other as sources of
knowledge. Ultimately she, “wants an exercise that get’s everyone's voice out there,
whatever that is.” And she wants this because she does, “think that there's some ways in
which people are equal, that could get, that should get validated in the classroom. For
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instance everybody does, at least equally, get to say their piece if they have a piece to say.
Even if you hate it, because that’s really important to me. And I also think everybody
equally gets to have input into the goals in a way. Now, I might not honor them. I mean I
might say at a certain point (that I) sort of decide *(Fm) the person in charge and what do
(students) need to know to know this subject and what's realistic for this term?’...but at
least people feel like they could have a hearing.’' In these ways, Ann said she uses her
power to help students find and use their voice through active participation in the
classroom.

Second, Ann discussed using a lot of affirming techniques such as attributing
good ideas or comments to students in the class as a means of empowerment. For
example, “a lot of what I do is take that not-well-formed idea and say, ‘oh. well that's
really interesting because what you’re saying is...’ and reconstitute it in a way that I think
is what the person intended but takes it to another level. And (I) assign it. 1 do a lot of
attribution, writing things on the board, a lot of exercises where we go around the room
and everybody gets to say what they think about something, or arbitrarily divide the class
in half and say ‘okay you have to be the right-to-lifers and you have to the...'. And so to
try and-, again it's sort of continuing that idea of participation, validity, everyone has
something important to contribute." Overall she said that using her power for student
empowerment is, “...something that I continue to struggle with - how to deal with that
form of power. The power there is not just my powrer. but it's also (students) seeing each
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other as something they could learn from.” She mentioned that, “(students) seeing their
peers as valuable is, in terms of power and democracy, really important to me as well.”

Connected to empowerment is Ann’s third perception of how she uses her power critical thinking. She said it is important to her, “to show people what it is to think
critically. I rarely say what my opinion is about something because that isn’t very
important to me. But, it’s very important to me that people know how to articulate their
opinion and defend it against an attack. So, if nobody in the room is arguing against
abortion, then I’m going to. If nobody in the room is arguing for the death penalty then I
will...So, yeah, the important thing to me is that teaching, (though) it’s very ideological,
you don't use it to inculcate ideology but to sort of be a model for thinking, opening
yourself, listening to other people, thinking about what they say.” And she feels it is her
responsibility to, “model for people that thinking and doing are connected. That these
aren’t just very abstract questions, but to see their institutionalization in the world and
find your role in that, is also important to me. So that’s what I would say I’m trying to do.
What I do, I don’t know (laughs).”

Overall, Ann asks herself if what she is doing, “takes basic structural power out of
the classroom? Does it change motivation and does it ultimately change the relationship I
have with my students so they’re studying and not just trying to impress me or suck up.”
She adds that, she believes that she learns from students but that she does not believe that
students and teachers, “all bring the same thing to the table.” She also notes that at her
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institution they do a lot of team teaching and that, “is another dynamic that sometimes
just adds that much more of the authority figures’ voices. (It’s) a little tricky because by
the time two teachers have their say and then have their say with each other,” there is not
a lot of room for students, “so that has to be managed pretty well.”

And finally, she said “I’m always trying to learn new ways to do it. (laughs)...it’s
such an isolating activity,” that she has liked opportunities to, “think about new strategies
for doing it. And, and to just wonder about questions around motivation and work and
finding the right formula. I do generally take it as a given that if your students aren't
doing very well it is the problem of the teacher and not the problem of the students. Not
that the student has nothing to do with it, but, I feel as a teacher I’m failing if somebody
isn’t engaged. So, I think that’s an ongoing set of struggles.”

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
The observations revealed that Ann’s practice matched her perceptions in four key
ways. First, she supported students engaging with each other by making sure that the
physical arrangement of the room was as conducive as possible to people talking to each
other. At the beginning of every class she asked students to put the chairs in a circle and
made sure everyone was sitting in the circle and could see each other. In addition, each
student had a large name tag so they all could learn and use each other’s names. There
were two observations where students were presenting research projects and as each
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student presented Ann asked if they wanted to come up “front” of the class where she
was. Students consistently said “no” to this request but she continued to ask. At the
beginning of class Ann opened the floor up for announcements and encouraged students
to make announcements and share what information they had.

It was observed that Ann also supported student involvement by, at times, moving
to a more facilitative mode when students began to talk. Examples of this include her
posing critical thinking questions to the group, encouraging student responses to other
students, and asking if anyone else had a thought to share before they moved on to
another topic. She also supported student participation by asking who in the class was
working on similar topics for their projects and then encouraged them to collaborate. She
also encouraged participation by giving the floor to whomever was speaking and expected
that people were quiet when others were talking. If students were not quiet, she made a
point to ask people to be quiet and respectful of others. And finally, Ann consistently
asked questions of the students and encouraged them to incorporate their own experience
in answering them.

Second, Ann also evidenced aspects of empowerment in her teaching. In
observation one, it was noted that as students did their presentations, Ann took lengthy
notes. When discussion followed those presentations Ann referred to her notes as she
asked questions and shared thoughts with the class. In addition, it was observed that Ann
places extensive comments on student papers and other written work. Ann also used her
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power to empower by helping students comprehend and stay open to the class material by
reframing of student points, points from the text, or points that she saw people were not
getting as she read their written work. Likewise, when she shared her perspective on any
of the issues in class she consistently incorporated student perspectives into her
comments and made a point to use student names when she responded to student
comments. In all observations she used non-verbals and verbals to affirm students by
nodding, smiling, or saying “um-hum” in response to student points. She also had
constant eye contact except when she would write notes. Importantly, when students
shared controversial points or disagreed with the material Ann did not indicate what her
disagreement through her body language or non-verbals.

A third area where Ann’s perceptions matched her power was in her commitment
to critical thinking. For example, in observation one as students presented their projects,
Ann helped them get deeper into the content by posing critical questions about the
content, their perspective on the content, and what “next steps” they might take regarding
that particular issue. Another example comes from observation two where she was
making an announcement about an egg donor program and some students started making
a few jokes and she gave them the space to see some humor in it but also gently pushed
them to think critically about their assumptions about such a program. Another example
comes from observation two where some students were joking about the Religious Right
and Ann immediately, called them on it and asked them to think critically about the
impact of their comments and how they might see the issue differently. Specifically, she
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reminded them that “people that hold different political views are not horrible” and
underscored the importance of being open-minded and thoughtful when dealing with
people who think differently. Ann also used scaffolding techniques to tie student points
into broader reproductive rights issues.

A final aspect of her power use that matched her perceptions was that Ann did, in
fact, frequently comment after each student. The impact of this on the class dynamics and
knowledge construction will be discussed in detail in chapter five. Of note is that though
she is aware that she does this behavior, her compunction to do it did not seem to be
curbed by this awareness.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
Ann talked about using a variety of pedagogical tools and the fun of
experimenting with other ways of doing things and yet very little pedagogical variation
was observed. The syllabus did indicate that videos, outside speakers, and student
presentations were a part of the class, but only student presentations were part of my
observations. For example, though there were 32 students in the class, four out of five
observations showed that the large group dialogues often only took place between Ann,
her co-teacher, and (usually) the same 8 students in the class. The other 24 passively took
notes, listened to the conversation, or had quiet side conversations. In addition, Ann did
not use alternative visual sources such as the board, newsprint, or other forms of writing
information down.
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“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There are two key areas of Ann’s practice that ran counter to her perceptions and
what she said she wanted to be doing with her power in the classroom. The first was the
issue of air space and the fact that Ann takes up a significant portion of the talk time in
the classroom. Though this closely relates to the issue of her responding after each
student’s comment, it extends beyond that and includes other aspects of her power use
such as wait time. In most observations her wait time averaged two to three seconds.
Overall, it was noted that Ann simply takes up more air time and conversational space in
the class than anyone else.

The second issue was her physical and verbal centrality in the class. For example,
though the chairs were in a circle, she and her co-teacher always positioned themselves in
what could be considered the “front” of the classroom. The board was behind them,
although inaccessible because of where they chose to move the table, and the longer side
of the circle of chairs was directly facing them. In addition, Ann was always the primary
person facilitating the class. Given the limited number of observations there could be
some variation in this on days when Ann and her co-teacher shared facilitation
responsibility, but in all observations Ann was the central facilitator. Ann’s propensity to
respond to student comments also placed her at the center of the class, thus actually
heightening her power by placing her in the forefront of the class dynamics. Throughout
the observations, it was noted that when Ann would pose a question or share a comment,
the attention, energy, and focus of the class turned to her, even when there were student
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presentations or her co-teacher was also making a point. As a result, in all observations it
was found that almost all student comments went to Ann. For example, in observation
three it was noted that even though student presentations were what started the
discussion, and even though some of the questions were specifically related to the student
presentations, the students through their body language and tone directed all questions
and comments to Ann. At times Ann would try to defer the comments or questions back
to the students doing the presentation but for the most part she was the principal
commentator and figure in the class.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
One area that Ann did not mention in the first interview was the level of
engagement she had one-on-one with students. Ann appeared to invest time and energy
into establishing a rapport with students as was evident in her conversations with students
before, during and after class. In all observations when she came into the room students
immediately began talking to her while the conversations happening throughout the room
continued. After class a handful of students would consistently go to speak with her and
she would actively engage with them until their questions had been answered or their
points had been completely made. In all of her interactions with students, she called them
by name, was supportive of the work they were doing outside of class regarding these
issues, and invited the questions and information they brought to share. A second issue
that Ann did not mention regarding her power use was her deep mastery of the content
and resources connected to the content. There was rarely a question that Ann not only had
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information about, but also had a list of resources that she could refer students to. A third
point not perceived was her use of humor in her classes. Her humor was not sarcastic or
at the expense of anyone in or outside of the room but was more along the lines of
commentary on life and the issues they were studying. Ann was able to call on this during
all five observations in highly functional and useful ways.

Participant Profile - Beth
Setting Description
Beth teaches at a state university in Massachusetts that is co-educational
institution with approximately 25,000 students enrolled. Beth is a part-time faculty
member who teaches approximately two (sometimes three) courses a semester in
Anthropology. I observed Beth's large, introductory lecture course and smaller, distance
learning course. The large course was housed in a “traditional'’ 300-person lecture hall
with moderate lighting, no windows, permanent chairs with folding desk tops. A large
chalk board was on the wall behind the stage and a large “lab"-type of table was about
thirty feet in front of the board at the foot of the steps leading to the stage. The second
course was held in a video studio with a large, round table at its center. Students sat in
chairs around seventy-five percent of the table and left the other twenty-five percent open
for the cameras to film them and video monitors to view the other schools involved in the
class. The lighting was bright, the walls were covered with drapes, and there were no
windows. The larger class had approximately 200 students enrolled and the distance
learning class had about twenty students. The students in both classes were
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overwhelmingly traditionally aged college students. The gender breakdown of the
students in both classes was fairly even and there were approximately ten to fifteen
percent students of color in each of the classes. The introductory course was 100-level
course and the distance learning class was an “honors” level course.

Seven observations were conducted for Beth equaling six hours and thirty minutes
of in-class time. The observations spanned from February 24 to April 12, 1999. The large
lecture class met Mondays and Wednesdays from 1:25 -2:15 and the distance learning
met the same days from 12:05 - 1:15. Observations one through four, and observation
seven were of the large lecture course while observations five and six were of the distance
learning class.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Beth perceived her power use in five main ways. First, she said she uses her
power to get students to think critically. She said in her classes students, “...come out
thinking, critically thinking about things, which is one of the main goals,” and says to
students, “Don’t accept what I say, think about it, analyze it, be critical.” Beth sees that
she has the power to, “get them thinking about things I want them to think about, that I
think are important for the species to be thinking about...it’s an awesome power. I present
them with facts about the information as I know it and encourage them to think about it
and ask questions about it, rather than presenting them with the information and telling
them what I think about it and what ought to happen.” For her, critical thinking skills will
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outlive the content of any course and if she can teach them to call the world around them
into question and challenge assumptions, she feels she has accomplished a great deal in
her teaching. “I’m going for the long term learning lots of times. There’s certainly content
I want them to know, but it’s really an approach to it and the critical thinking aspect that I
want them to learn as much as anything.”

Closely tied to her goal of teaching critical thinking skills is her commitment to
raise student consciousness about issues and have students share what they have learned
so, “...they become activists.” She adds that, “I’ve accomplished my goals when I’ve got
people thinking about it and then have them spreading it. I've had students come back
and say, ‘A year after I took your course I was in this conversation with someone and
something I learned in the course came through' ...and then it’s like, ‘Okay, I’ve done it!’
Those are my goals - I’ve reached critical thinking and I’ve raised consciousness.” In her
classes she says she tries to get students involved in the learning process, “because if
they’re involved in their thinking then it’s going to last longer.” beth also mentioned how
her personal, political stance informs her commitment to get students to work for social
change.

A third way Beth uses her power is in her personal style and how she carries
herself in class, particularly in the 300-person lecture. She is aware that it is easy for
students to not engage in such a setting and so she makes a conscious effort to “entertain"
them and to use her high energy to energize them. About herself she said, “I’m a ham. I
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talk with my hands. I walk around the classroom. I’m in a 300-person lecture hall and so I
am up and down the aisles and I’m not above doing whatever it takes to get their
attention. To be honest, I wear silk and things like velours that tend to be kind of
shimmery and shiny which attracts their little eyeballs.” She does this, in part, because
she believes that, “if we really want to teach and really want them to learn (we have to)
adjust our teaching strategies to deal with the changes in the culture. That does not mean I
think we should tape all of our lectures. I don’t think we should do that at all. But I think
we should recognize that we’ve got to be more lively in order to keep their attention. ... I
think when I come into the classroom there’s a lot of energy because I have a lot of
energy and so I set sparks to some extent. ... My personal philosophy is that education
should be interesting.” Her experience as a learner and a teacher has taught her, “what’s
effective and what isn’t. And what’s effective is an engaging, interesting lecture style.” In
addition to having high energy, Beth says she uses the chalk board and also plays
contemporary rock or pop music as students come in to get them ready to be there. “I play
music while I’m writing on the board. And generally I try to fit the music to the
theme...it’s generally rock and roll or folk or something like that. And you can just feel
the energy pulse. ... It’s a silly little thing but it seems to get them (going) and they enjoy
it.”

A fourth way Beth uses her power is in her self-reflection. She recognized that,
“you bring with you everything you were taught, your values, and your biases and it’s a
matter of knowing what those are and how you wish them to be presented and how much
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you wish them to influence what you’re doing as a teacher.” Beth’s Master’s in Education
from her current university initiated her commitment to self-aware, reflective teaching.
She adds that, “children are self-fulfilling prophesies and what you tell them they will
often internalize and become. And so you have to be aware when you’re teaching. It’s a
very powerful position.” She also talked about constantly adjusting her practice and
continuing to work on how she teaches. She said she is willing to adjust her course
assignments to meet the academic and developmental levels of the students but refuses to
change the level of rigor in her classes.

A final way Beth said she uses her power is in determining the means of
assessment and the assignments for the semester. “I don’t do final exams because my
teacher training taught me that the first thing final exam are evaluating is how you do
under stress.” Instead she said, “if you really want to know how students are doing, you
evaluate them on a regular basis throughout the semester.” As such, Beth assigns weekly
discussion paragraphs, project papers, and take home quizzes. Though she has Teaching
Assistants for the class, she always does some of the grading so she can know how the
students are doing with the material.

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
Three central areas of Beth’s perceptions were observed in her practice. The first
was the issue of her personal style and having high energy in the classroom. In all
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observations Beth’s energy was high, her enthusiasm for the material and for being there
was evident in her style and body language. She did, in fact, wear shimmery clothes, talk
with her hands, walk up and down the aisles (a third of the way up each of them), and
play music as students entered the class. She always had a detailed outline on the chalk
board to help students engage with the material and follow her lectures and she never
strayed from that outline. She openly engaged with students before and after class and in
observation three it was noted that two former students came to visit her and she greeted
them with a hug and enthusiastic smile.

Secondly, Beth does do on-going assessment and does grade some of the student
papers as was evidenced by her handing papers back to students alongside the Teaching
Assistants at the beginning of class.

Third, Beth did give students content to think critically about and potentially raise
their consciousness. In her lecture on gender, for example, she gave a wide range of
opinion on gender but essentially presented that “gender” is socially constructed and
offered a number of examples of what gender, and its distinct but related “cousin issue”
of sexuality, looked like cross-culturally. To support critical thinking, Beth gave her
students a great deal of information and then encouraged them to analyze the information
and use it to develop their own ideas about gender. She also provided cross-cultural
information regarding gender to continue to raise student consciousness about the wider
world. Also in her lecture on energy consumption and sustainable resources, she
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encouraged students to think critically about how much energy they actually use, what
other cultures consume, and what some alternative paradigms for energy production and
consumption might be. Overall, students in her classes are exposed to exactly the kind of
educational experience she mentioned in the first interview. It was observed that Beth
also presented opposing views, even when she did not agree with them. Similarly, she
raised difficult issues and pushed students to look beyond their previous notions, as in
observation three when she brought up homophobia while talking about issues human
sexuality. Beth was a clear, thorough, and organized lecturer.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
One of Beth’s perceptions of herself that was not concretely observed in her
practice was her commitment to self-reflection. In observation one, two, five and seven
Beth made a point to ask students if they had any questions or if they needed anything
repeated. At one point she even asked if she was going too fast and when no students
responded she said, “that means I don’t' want to see any evaluations at the end that say I
talk too fast...that was a joke. Lighten up.” This was a difficult issue to observe because it
is largely an internal process. Nevertheless, it served as part of Beth's observational frame
and thus was reported here.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
Two key areas were I observed where Beth’s use of power in the classroom
actually ran counter to what she perceived her use to be. The first addressed her “process”
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of engendering critical thinking and raising student consciousness. Earlier it was noted
that her delivery of the “content” relative to this issue did match her perceptions, however
elements of her process can still be questioned. In all observations her wait time after
posing questions to the class was observed to average two to three seconds and the few
times she posed critical thinking questions to the class she rarely waited for student
responses and instead answered them herself. She also did not utilize alternative
pedagogical tools in either class in any of the observations and in the lecture class,
effectively talked at the students for the full fifty minutes. In observations one, three, and
four she even ended class early. In total, very little student interaction with Beth was
observed as she was lecturing. There was a higher degree of interaction in the smaller
distance learning class.

A second point of divergence in her use of power in the classroom was that Beth,
in fact, did tell students what she thought in lieu of eliciting their thoughts. In the lecture
class, she presented a wide range of perspectives but it was consistently joined with her
interpretation of them. This also occurred during observation six in the distance learning
class where Beth asked for student thoughts on the reading, had one student report out on
a reading, and then proceeded to give her own opinions about all of the readings. She
went on for approximately ten minutes, and when finished again asked what the students
in the class thought about the readings. Very few students responded.
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“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
Two minor points observed but not mentioned in interview one were her fast
lecture pace and her use of humor. Beth had a quick pace and moved through a great deal
of content in each lecture. A second, less central point, was Beth’s occasional use of
humor when lecturing. Her humor was related to the content but seemed generational in
its frame of reference. Students rarely laughed and when some did it was usually only a
handful.

Participant Profile - Charles
Setting Description
Charles is a tenured faculty member in the Philosophy department at a small
college in a rural part of Massachusetts with a co-educational institution with 1500
students. Charles taught three courses this semester, two of which were sections of an
introductory philosophy course and another which was an upper-division philosophy
course. All observations were conducted during the two sections of the introductory
course. The two sections met in the same classroom with white tile floors, white walls,
and chairs with desks attached to them lined up in rows. One of the long walls had a bank
of windows looking out onto a central green area. The other long wall had the door in one
comer and a chalk board and bulletin board on the other. The short wall at the “front” of
the class had a chalk board and six foot by three foot table in front of it. The short wall in
the back had bulletin boards on it. There were classes that used this room before and after
each of the sections I observed, and in every instance the previous class had left the chairs
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in a large circle. When Charles came in he had the students move the chairs back into
rows. The approximately thirty students in both of Charles’ sections were traditionally
aged with a few exceptions and were predominantly white. Charles was usually very
casually dressed in a pair of khaki pants, a casual shirt, and his long hair pulled back. Six
observations were conducted for Charles from March 3 to April 21, 1999. Each class was
fifty minutes long, resulting in five hours of observation, and were offered on Mondays,
Wednesdays, and Fridays from 11:00 - 11:50 and 1:00 to 1:50.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Four key areas emerged in Charles’ perceptions of how he uses power in the
classroom. First, Charles mentioned discussed his commitment to empowering students.
He said that early in his teaching he had, “a very kind of egalitarian bias (that was) anti¬
authoritarian and against traditional structures.” Soon he found that, “going in with those
kind of naive views, that I was going to change things in my own classroom, was sort of
like socialism in one country (laughs).” He said that it was a mistake to, “simply
announce that ‘we’re going to democratize in here and that we're all really equals’, when
in fact we’re not. In very important ways, ...in terms of educational background and
preparation and in terms of our roles - what we're there for, we're not equal."
Understanding this more clearly after a few years of teaching and still wanting to
empower students, Charles now feels that, “the paradoxical thing about (empowerment)
is that you sometimes have to use a kind of autocratic power to force (students) into a
position where they are more empowered.” However, he cautions that if the educator is
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the one who wants to , “be doing the empowering” that “misunderstands what
empowerment is about” and ultimately does not serve the student.

Second, Charles said he deals with the above contradictions of empowerment by
honestly reflecting on his power use and then sharing that process with students and said
he is, “very open with students” about what he is doing pedagogically and why. “I talk
with my students a lot about pedagogy... to the point where I’ve had students complain,
‘this isn’t a philosophy of education class’. ...So now I’ll put it on my syllabus to explain
that we’re going to spend a lot of time talking about the process of learning and teaching.
... I take with me the first day of class a syllabus which contains a full page section which
I call ‘pedagogical assumptions’.” In addition to putting it in writing, Charles says he
makes an effort to explain what he is doing in the moment as well. “Whenever it occurs
to me that I am exercising power as a means to try and empower them, I stop and talk
with them about it.” His point in talking with students about his “pedagogical strategies
and tricks and theories” is that it hopefully, “undermines their expectation that teaching is
my job and learning, narrowly defined by them as memorizing and spitting it back out on
the exam, is their job.” Charles said it is sometimes difficult to tell when students are
feeling or being empowered and so he uses various evaluation techniques throughout the
semester to gauge where students are at and how he is doing. “So I talk to them about
what it is I’m trying to do and then, often after a small group exercise ...I'll do an on-site,
verbal evaluation of that. I’ll say, ‘well how do you think that worked and what do you
suppose it was that we were trying to do? Did we accomplish that?’.” And finally he said.

143

he solicits feedback by asking on mid-semester and end-of-the-semester evaluations “if
you were teaching this class, what would you do differently?”

Third, Charles sais he uses his power to establish a connection with students and
said he will use any tool available to connect with students, get them engaged in his
classes, and encourage them to think more about the issues presented in class. For
example, he assigns weekly email journal assignments, which he responds to, and found
that students were receptive to it and shared more with him than they did in class. He also
used humor in his teaching, which he considers a mnemonic device that shortens the
distance between him and his students and thus alter the power dynamics in the
classroom. “And by and large they don’t get my jokes. Partly because I have a very
strange sense of humor and partly because they’re not in a mind set that’s prepared to
laugh....So after I tell a joke...I talk about why. Am I wasting time? Am I engaging in
some sort of ego-centric stage behavior, which is perfectly possible...that’s probably an
element in some of my joke telling. Or, is there a use for it like shifting gears - getting
some blood and oxygen to the brain and then going on to the next question?” Charles also
said he encourages student participation by talking at the beginning of the semester about
students being shy and instead invites the class to speak up and engage because it makes
the classroom a richer environment. Charles tries to model this, “by showing a more
accessible side of (him)self - sort of a playful, impish side” through stories of his life or
things he is seeing in current society. In line with this, Charles also uses pop culture
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references to “connect with them”, get students engaged, and again lessen the distance in
roles and power between he and the students in his class.

Fourth, Charles said he uses his power to encourage students to rigorously engage
in the course and with him. He mentioned he “plays to” their potential attraction to him as
a person and uses it to get them interested in the course and the material. He is
uncomfortable with students interest in him and he understands that he, “might be
thinking and acting in one way” with the agenda of getting students engaged, while his
actions could be “read in a completely different way.” He also explains to the class that
he, “is old enough and accomplished enough intellectually to have some justification for
commanding respect for my intellectual accomplishments and for my knowledge of the
discipline and so forth. And so, while trying not to sound too arrogant, I make it very
clear that this is my field, I know it very well, I’m very serious about it, I think it’s
important, and I think they should think so too." At the same time he says to his students,
“that though I am highly qualified and competent in the field, I do not consider myself the
expert but a kind of guide.” He said he then puts out his “expectations for them” in terms
of their commitment and participation and that they will challenge him and each other
while in class and, “if they aren’t ready to make a commitment to it then they aren’t ready
to take the course and they should leave.” By laying out the expectation that students will
come prepared and participate Charles said he is trying to, “co-opt them into a particular
vision of the power relations at work here in part to...undermine certain presumptions
they might make, (for example), that I’m supposed to lecture to them and they’re
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supposed to memorize it. Because I won’t do it. I won’t let them.” He feels that for the
most part lecturing is, “an egotistical exercise” and that arrogance is one of the
“occupational hazards” of being a college teacher. “And I tell them that I recognize that
this is a hazard of my position, and I’m working on it. I pay attention to it. And as a part
of paying attention to it, I make a point, at least once every day to say in answer to a
question ‘I don’t know’.” By doing this he said he is, “trying to co-opt their attitudes
about what a professor is ...what power professors have over (them) and what the power
of knowing a discipline means.”

In closing, Charles says he would like, “to learn to talk less and listen more” and
“to think a little more systematically and habitually about (classroom) relations and about
difference.” And ultimately he would like to develop a teaching style, “that seems to work
and that adapts to the widest possible group of students.”

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
There are three areas where Charles’ practice lined up with his perceptions of
power use in his teaching. First, it was observed that Charles did attempt to connect with
students through humor and references to pop culture. In all observations there were three
to four jokes in a fifty minute period and students rarely laughed. In observation three, the
class is discussing Kant and he makes a joke about a hammer making noise as it strikes a
hard surface, uses the furniture in the room as props in humorous ways, and makes up a
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scenario about being from Pluto and Kant’s epistemology all to underscore key points
regarding Kant. It was observed that many of his jokes had a self-deprecating component
to them and he stated in interview one that he “did not mind if people (thought) he was
strange” if it helped students connect with him. Charles also made a number of references
to pop culture such as current movies, Eddie Murphy and other comedians, lines from TV
and film, and current events.

Second, Charles did show an accessible side of himself in class. In discussing the
topic of personality, he used himself as an example and while noting his habit of taking
his wallet and keys out of his pocket and placing them on the table before he teaches, said
that “if he could, he would teach naked.” Likewise, while discussing Kant’s epistemology
he took a gentle and supportive tone and told the class of how he had to take Kant twice
in order to really get it. In general, Charles came into the classroom with a smile and
greeted the class. If they do not respond loudly, he did it again.

A third matching point is Charles’ commitment to student participation and
rigorous study of the material. In observation one, when people were stuck, he
encouraged students to read through the material several times. Also in observation one,
when students had not come prepared and ready to discuss the material, he strongly stated
that they need to, “remember, it’s your job to come with questions. Any other job,” where
you performed, “like this you would have been fired by now.” Charles also challenged
student ideas and frequently pushed back on their thinking during discussions. In
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observation five he pushed students in ways that did not shut them down but also
encouraged them to think rigorously about the material. And in all observations, Charles
reminded students to ask questions because probably others were stuck as well.

A fourth matching point for Charles was seen in his commitment to be a guide for
students in their learning process. In observation two, for example, he engaged with the
class with high energy and he took time to engage with the students about their questions
and thoughts. Also in this observation he took time to go over certain points from the
“Style Sheet*’ that he handed out and encouraged students to think about their writing and
ask him if they had any questions or needed any help. In a number of observ ations he took
the time to really ask students what they did not understand and then worked with them
on those points. In addition, he occasionally took his lead for the flow of the day from the
class itself by asking, “where do you want to begin?" and by taking content and flow of
the class from questions in student papers or from the weekly email journals. Charles also
tried very hard to get them to like philosophy by discussing the other courses offered in
the department and encouraging them to explore them.

And finally, in an effort to not be "the expert" and to watch his ego. Charles used
no notes in class and used the board only sparingly. Also, when students came prepared to
class he posed questions for them and welcomed their questions in return. He was fine
with students questioning him and showed his support for their challenges and questions
by engaging with them. In addition, in most observations he had a very good wait time.
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averaging five seconds but at times extending to thirty or thirty-five seconds. And finally,
on one occasion Charles did acknowledge to a student that he was wrong about a question
he was posing.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
Three principle areas of Charles' perceptions did not manifest in his practice. The
first was that he never did the “spot-check” evaluations he spoke of in his interview. In all
six observations there is no record of him verbally evaluating the value or efficacy of his
teaching or the flow of the class. Second, in all six observations Charles was the key
conversant and there were no small group activities nor were there any other pedagogical
approaches used. All six observations had Charles standing in front of the room, posing
questions to students, and responding to questions from students. And finally, in no
observation was it noted that he took time to talk about his pedagogical approach with
students. He did not stop to explain to students what he was doing save for one comment
where he said, “I'm trying to get you to think." Given that there was no class outline
visible to students, his pedagogical approach and learning objectives were actually only
known to him.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There were five central areas where Charles' practice did not match his
perceptions of power use in the classroom. The first addressed the issue of connecting
with students and focused on the jokes he made in class and the examples he chose to use
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to explain his points. In all observations he made jokes or gave examples that could be
considered outside the acceptable norm for the classroom. In terms of his humor, he
jokingly used the term “farging icehole”, when a student showed him her new tatoo he
jokingly said, “it looks like they spilled the ink”, or in using the table as an example for
Kant he makes a joke about being drunk. Two other examples suggest a lack of clarity
around boundaries relative to sexuality. The first, already mentioned above, involved his
saying that if he could he would teach naked to which the students responded with a
couple of laughs but mostly with silence. Another example from observation five was
where he talked about Aristotelian happiness and asked if a machine could give you 24hour orgasms, would that be considered Aristotelian happiness? He then continued the
example by again asking would multiple orgasms be the equivalent of other forms of
happiness. The class responded mostly with silence and a few rumblings throughout.
Later, he used an example of a disabled person and whether they should live or die based
on a philosophical consideration of social resources and what would bring the most good
to the most people. And finally, in observation five he used the example of “strangling his
mother” to discuss moral relativism. Overall, these examples elicited silence from the
students or, on occasion, a few audible negative reactions. A final example of comments
from Charles that seem to not coincide with the classroom was when he told students
that, “language equals power and a powerful impression. If you can't use it well, youTl be
considered an ignorant hick.”
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A second area where Charles’ practice ran counter to his perceptions was in the
amount of air time he took up. Though this is not a quantitative study, timed intervals of
his air time versus student air time were measured periodically throughout all
observations. The result was that he spoke for approximately 75% of the time during his
classes (in observation one it was timed as being almost 90% of the time). Certainly there
were periods of more intense engagement where students spoke more, but countering
these were moments where he would speak for 5-7 minute stretches. Also, in observation
one for example, it was not until 11:48 that two students actually engaged with each other
and not with him. For the most part, Charles responded after every question or comment
and, as in observation five, in moments when the class would establish its own
momentum, he would pull the focus back to the text or his comments. The momentum
would then wane and the focus again shifted to him. In observation three he did
acknowledge that, “now I’ve gone on too long, sorry” and facilitated the discussion back
to the student, but these moments of awareness were not frequent.

A third area where Charles’ classroom practice regarding power differed from his
perceptions was student participation. Though he did ask students a lot of questions, in all
observations he frequently interrupted them to ask another question, challenged their
points, or made a point of his own. At one point in observation six a student was trying to
engage with him in a “debate” and he cut her off four times. She then gave up saying,
“what’s the point,” and a moment later added, “I had a point, you're squashing everyone’s
point!” Charles responded by saying, “that’s what philosophers do” and continued to

151

engage with students in this manner. Similarly, in observation two, as the class
conversation became more energized, a student asked a question related to the overall
discussion and Charles interrupted her, made his own point, and pulled the class back to
the book to look at a passage. It was observed that the energy in the room dropped
immediately. In all observations Charles got into one-on-one dialogues with students for
extended periods of time, often at the exclusion of other students in the class.

Connected to these points, a fourth area where Charles’ practice ran counter to his
perceptions involves his lack of support for student learning and not being “the guide”
that he mentioned in the first interview. For example, in observation one, he
acknowledged that students looked confused about the metaphysics of Hume but instead
of stopping to take more questions he moved on. A student tried to ask a question and he
did not respond to her. He then stated that students needed to read the material more
thoroughly before coming to class. Also in this observation he tells them to figure out
what they do not understand, but did not offer them tools to know how to do that. In
observation one he asked a question about the meaning of a term, and when students
began to turn to their notes he tells them not to do that and to use their “grey matter”
instead. No students responded to the question.

Three final points regarding Charles practice that ran counter were, first, that the
physical set up of the class was in rows, even though the classes before and after each
section put the chairs in a circle. Second, Charles tended to use words that were difficult
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to grasp as evidenced by the fact that in a two observations students outright asked him
what he was saying. And finally, there was a disparity between the 11:00 class and the
1:00 class regarding Charles’ demeanor and presence in the classroom. In all observations
his energy, wait time, active listening, tone of voice, and openness to let student questions
guide the process were more visible in the 1:00 class than they were in the 11:00.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
Three areas of Charles’ practice were observed but not mentioned in interview
one. The first was his attitude toward students at the institution and in his classes. In a
conversation between observations one and two he stated that the first observation class
was, “the worst class ever” and admits that he got frustrated with them and their lack of
preparation and criticized students' lack of awareness regarding contemporary issues. He
also talked a little about the demographics of the school and how these are usually firstgeneration, blue collar students and that the students “are smart but they don’t work
hard.” A second point for this section is Charles’ physical positioning in the classroom.
At almost all times he was standing in the front of the room between the chalk board and
the table and when not standing, he would sit on the table. The third point in this section
is the awkwardness and sexual innuendo present in some of his examples. In interview
one Charles shared that two years ago a colleague had raised concerns about sexual
harassment regarding his behavior toward her and although he was startled by that and
feels strongly that those are misguided charges, he continued to use examples in his
teaching that had sexual connotations or direct reference.
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Participant Profile - Shelley
Setting Description
Shelley teaches at a small, private, elite women’s college in Massachusetts that
enrolls around 2,000 students and is considered one of the top private institutions in the
country. Shelley is a tenure track Assistant Professor in her second year there and prior to
that, taught at a large university in the South. The third-story room in which the
observation took place had a long wall of windows, wood paneling along the other walls,
carpeting on the floor, solid wood chairs with desks attached, and a chalk board along the
interior long wall. A large table with a lectern was in front of the board and the chairs
were in a circle. The fourteen (only ten showed up on average) women in Shelley’s class
were very diverse in terms of social identities and there was one non-traditionally aged
student in the class. Shelley was usually dressed in semi-casual, loose, and very colorful
clothes often with prints on them that connoted an African theme or connection. Her
demeanor in class was casual and she often talked freely with students before and after
class.

Shelley taught three classes the semester I observed her and I conducted six
observations of her 100 -level African history class on Thursdays from 2:35 to 3:50,
resulting in seven hours and thirty minutes of observation. A seventh observation was
conducted on a lecture / discussion Shelley co-led in a series conducted through the
interfaith center on campus. Observations of Shelley’s teaching began January 28, 1999
and concluded April 29, 1999.
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Participant Perceptions of Power Use
There were six key ways that Shelley perceived her use of power in the classroom.
The first was as a means to expose students to new information and, “giving people this
‘aha’ experience where they go, ‘wow, I didn’t know it was like that!’.” Shelley said she
wants to help students see old information in different ways and self-reflect on what that
new perspective means for them. Teaching about Africa, in particular, drives her desire to
do this with students because there is so much misinformation about Africa in the West
and for her, “there’s a lot of content in my classes ...that, to me, is really important. (And
it’s important) that people learn the things I want to tell them.” Shelley recognizes that
getting students to critically analyze and challenge their assumptions about Africa, and
the world in general, is part of her power in the classroom. “Part of the power of an
educator...is to get people to question the power / knowledge assumptions of the society
that they live in.” Shelley helps students do this by asking, “questions you can’t
necessarily answer” and by “showing people problems without solutions.” For Shelley,
this opens the door for students to find their own place in the larger society and to
discover opportunities where they can make a difference. “And that connects to my set of
beliefs (in that) people have a responsibility to make the world better.” As such, Shelley
uses a wide variety of authors and information about Africa from within the mainstream
canon and outside of it, and has high standards for student work.

The second key area where Shelley saw herself using power in the classroom
involved how she sets up the process of her classes. She said she has a strong
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commitment to students openly engaging with the content, each other, and her and she
sets up mechanisms in the class to make sure that happens. “I insist on thinking about
both the classroom and academic production as an exchange. (And so) even the lecture
class will (be) set up so that everybody is contributing... So I may overtly say that learning
is something that we all do with each other and help each other to do. (But) I don’t just
say it...part of the experience of my class is that everybody’s thinking, and everybody’s
speaking and what we learn as a group comes out of what everybody has done. And I
really work to make sure that happens.” Shelley said she uses small groups to work on
projects so that, “even if it’s a really big class, everybody will have spoken. And that’s
really important to me. (Because) I’m trying to have people experience their ability to
contribute to something.” She learned the use of group techniques from a colleague she
co-taught with years prior and realized, “wow this is really fun! This really works!” and
says, “that’s when I started to change my classroom method to be very group and process
oriented.” In addition to small group work she uses mock debates, classroom
presentations, and other interactive exercises to get the students thinking, engaged, and at
a place where they can talk about the material. For example, in her first class, she said she
makes everyone talk and share something low risk and interesting, like a story about their
grandmothers or a response to a media event. This, she said, helps build a positive group
dynamic that is conducive to student-centered knowledge construction. She wants the
class to see and appreciate the diversity in the room as well as to develop a sense that they
can learn from each other.
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Although Shelley wants to openly engage with her students, she said there are
limits on what she can and will present of herself in the classroom. She said that as a
Bahai, she has a strong set of personal beliefs about the world but that, “there are ways
that I’m not going to show that in the classroom.... I think I began teaching assuming that
my beliefs were going to be further down than they actually are.... I’m a deeply religious
person, but I cannot say that to my students... I’m certainly not going to talk about God
(in the classroom). Part of this process, she said, is about, “getting the emotional distance
right.”

Third Shelley felt she used power in the classroom by being a role model for
students. “As an educator I’m showing people things that they could do by what I do in
the classroom and by the things that I get them to do.... (And) something I’m extremely
aware of in how I interact with students is giving them a model of being a powerful
person who empowers other people.” She acknowledged that sometimes students displace
their own baggage onto her and she has learned the importance of setting boundaries
around how much of herself she will bring into the classroom. One specific way she saw
herself as a role model was around her identity as a white woman teaching African history
and said she openly names this issue and her own process of dealing with racism when it
will help the class get through challenging material or will serve as a useful tool to
analyze and think about the material. “(And) another thing I’ll do, particularly if I see
people having a hard time with what they’re seeing within themselves, is talk about a
process of recognizing racism within yourself, using myself as an example. ... And I want
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to show people that that’s really normal and that it’s okay and it’s not dangerous and it
doesn’t hurt.” Shelley also saw herself as a role model through her willingness to receive
feedback from students. She cited incidents where students gave her challenging feedback
and said to them, “This maters to me. It’s important to me and if I’ve made a mistake I
want to hear about it.”

Fourth Shelley perceived her power use in her commitment to letting students find
their own truths. “It’s important for me not to tell people what to think. ...I want to give
people a sense of their own capacity.” Shelley mentioned she does this by asking
questions in her class, posing questions to her back to the students, and by having open
discussion about the material. Similarly, a fifth way Shelley perceived her power use was
in how she presents herself as an authority in the classroom. “1 think there’s a way I claim
my authority which is that I really do know my stuff. ...(but) I will never say I’m an expert
on this. Never, ever. (And) I do not claim authority openly. And I don’t think of myself as
an ‘authority’.” Shelley said she wants to share her power with students in her classes and
is, “constantly saying in my class, ‘sure I’ve got (the power) but you can have it too!’.” A
final area of power use Shelley mentioned was her strong commitment to social justice
and that, “having a really clear sense about justice and injustice means that I put together
content in a really different kind of way.” Specifically, she felt it makes her be more
creative, takes courage, and requires more critical thought. Because of this social justice
component she said she has a lot of passion for her subject and finds joy in teaching.
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Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
Shelley’s perceptions matched her practice in three central ways. First was the use
of her power to create a positive learning environment. In the first class of the semester
she began the class with a round of introductions asking students “what did you want to
be when you grew up?” She then shared gave a funny example of herself to get the class
started and then had everyone else share. She also conducted a small group activity that
generated discussion and critical analysis, and examined a few of the upcoming readings.
Shelley also moved around the class with energy, used humor (the class often laughed and
it seemed to narrow the distance between she and students), gave excellent eye contact to
students in the class, used very affirming verbal and non-verbal cues for students, and was
open to student feedback. At the end of all classes she stayed to engage with students and
was very supportive of their questions and requests of her. She also offered her house as a
meeting place for a club hosting a well known African thinker, offered rides to students
going to events and lectures related to African history, and was willing to support
students in their endeavors to travel abroad.

Second Shelley consistently used her power in attending to classroom process and
getting students to engage with the material and each other. In all observations Shelley
facilitated a broad range of student involvement and gave a lot of space for student
conversation and input. In particular, she utilized problem-posing techniques that opened
the floor for more student-based knowledge construction. She further supported this
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process, for example in observation two, by noting student points on the board, using
student points as a scaffold to build other points, and supporting a wide variety of view
points in the classroom. As a result, in observation two students posed questions of their
own to the class, responded to and disagreed with Shelley, and occasionally engaged in
conversation with each other. Shelley also demonstrated the value of student knowledge
and experience by asking an African student to help her with the pronunciation of some
of the names of characters in the book the class was reading. Also in observations two
and five she mentioned what the class would be covering in the coming sessions and
reminded students to come prepared to discuss the material. Overall, Shelley asks a lot of
“what do you think?” and “how do you feel about this?” questions.

A final area where Shelley used her power was in getting students to critically and
rigorously engage with the material. She told the class the first day of the semester that
her, “goal in this course is to reach May 4 and be able to really argue with people about
issues pertaining to Africa and African history.” In observation one she gave students
suggestions about how to read the upcoming material, but ultimately expected them to
come to their own analysis of it and said they do not have to agree with her, they just need
to be able to support their opinions. Also, she had a wait time between five and seven
seconds and asked a lot of reframing and facilitative questions to put the dialogue in the
center of the room. In observation seven she even had students do a mock debate with an
outside faculty member who posed as a “conservative” African theorist. She felt very
strongly about this debate, which is the last activity for the semester, because it forced
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students to critically apply their knowledge. And finally, Shelley engendered a sense of
academic rigor in her class by drawing upon her strong mastery of the content.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
It was observed that all of Shelley’s perceptions manifested in her practice.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There are two essential areas where Shelley’s practice did not match, and in fact,
ran counter to her intentions regarding her power use in the classroom. The first was the
centrality of her voice in the classroom and the related issue of the location of knowledge
production. After observation one, Shelley noted to me that she wished she had not talked
so much during the class and instead given more space for students to engage with each
other. This was a common instance in her teaching, except for observation five where she
was more student-centered and talked less than in any other observation. Even in
observation six, where she was a co-discussant with a man from another department on
campus, she interrupted him and talked almost twice as long as he did in their opening
remarks. The strong presence of Shelley’s voice was further accentuated by the fact that
she would frequently respond after each student’s comments and questions.

Closely related to the issue of voice was that of knowledge construction. In
observation three, for example, the class was in a lively discussion until Shelley went to
the board and in an effort to write down their thoughts slowed the group's process until it
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finally stalled completely. Initially, her note taking was a student-centered gesture but its
execution eventually turned the focus back to her and what she was writing instead of
what students were saying. Also in this observation, Shelley posed a challenging and
slightly unclear questions, and when the class was not responding with the comments she
was looking for she took a minute to explain what she wanted them to do and then, using
a new list on the board, tried to lead them into the question again. As time became short
and the class had still not understood the points Shelley was trying to lead them to, she
became much more faculty centered and essentially lectured for the remainder of the
period. Overall, there were some students who engaged with each other, but most of the
knowledge production happened through Shelley as evidenced by student eye contact
(more to Shelley than each other), student tone (ideas were stated more as questions to
her than points to be shared), and how others in the class looked to Shelley for an answer
when a student asked a question. In addition, Shelley often asked questions that were
difficult and not really geared toward discussion and this often shut students down, left
Shelley to explain, and thus placed the voice and focus of knowledge construction on her.

The second area of Shelley’s practice that ran counter to her perceptions of power
use involved the lack of clarity of structure in her teaching. Shelley stated that she does
not want to tell students what to think and in the spirit of that she had a very loose outline
in the classroom. As a result, students often appeared confused about where was going
and how to enter into the dialogue. In all observations Shelley asked open-ended
questions that were often unclear or obtuse and in observation three a student finally said,
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“I’m just confused about what we’re answering.” Shelley responded by saying it will
become clearer and continued to talk and ask questions. It was also observed that Shelley
would ask open-ended questions and then seemed to facilitate student responses until she
heard the answer she was looking for. In all observations students eventually slowed in
responding to her open-ended questions and appeared to be waiting for her to simply say
her point. As a result, she became the focus because students could not answer her
questions.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
There were five small areas of Shelley’s practice not identified in the first
interview. The first is that she did a Master’s thesis on Paulo Freire and his pedagogical
theories. She failed to mention that in the interview, but let me know after observation
one. Second was her use of humor which was noted most in observation one but was
present throughout all seven. Students often laughed and it appeared to narrow the
distance between she and the class. Third she was fairly good about affirming student
points and using attribution as a way to encourage students to share. A fourth point was
that she had a casual and easy rapport with students and they freely sought her out for
support. And finally, in all observations she made excellent eye contact with students,
listened actively, and had a positive and supportive tone and an open physical presence in
the classroom (non-verbals).
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Participant Profile - Ed
Setting Description
Ed is a tenured faculty member in Economics at a small, private women’s college
in Massachusetts with an enrollment of 2,000. Ed has been teaching there for eighteen
years. Two different courses were observed for Ed. The first, an introduction to
macroeconomics, was located in a first floor, corner classroom designed to hold around
forty students. It had several windows along the long and short walls. The floor was
carpeted, the chairs had desks attached to them, and there was a chalk board on the other
short wall. The final long wall was wood paneled and had flyers on it. The other course, a
political economics course examining world geography, was located in a music classroom
and was twice the size of the first room. It had chairs with desks attached in one half of
the room and a piano taking up most of the space in the other half. The boards on the
interior long and short walls had musical lines painted on them and there was an
audiovisual unit in the comer. The exterior long wall had windows in the top half of the
wall and there was not a lot of natural light. The final short wall had posters and flyers on
it. The students in both classes were all women with one non-traditionally aged woman in
each class. There was a diverse mix in terms of academic year and ethnic diversity. Ed
was always dressed rather casually usually in jeans, a sweater, and some casual shoes.

Seven observations were conducted for Ed three for the first course and four for
the second. The first course met on Monday, Wednesdays, and Fridays from 9:00AM -
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9:50AM and the second met on Tuesdays and Thursdays from 10:30AM-11:50AM
resulting in a total of seven hours and fifty minutes of observation.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
The principle way Ed perceived himself using his power was in terms of giving
students tools to better understand the discipline, to be successful academically, and to
realize their personal goals. “What’s most important to me is to give students tools to
help them learn more about the world that they live in and to take away from it whatever
it is that they find most useful to give themselves more influence and control over their
own lives and what their interests are.” As such, he said he tries, “...to have writing
assignments that are directed towards helping students improve their ability to express
themselves in writing...and to figure out how to express their understanding,” about the
material. Critical thinking is another skill he wants to give students and says he
emphasizes in his assessment where he says he does not test students on their agreement
with him but on whether they can think for themselves. Ed said he tries to model critical
thinking for students by showing them that he questions the world around him and applies
classroom content to contemporary issues.

Second Ed perceived his power use around his goal of helping students see a
broader perspective in the world. He said he has recognized, “that there are a variety of
different ways you can understand things,” and that it is important to, “give credence to
those different points of view and to encourage students to go through the exercise of
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imagining what different people from different perspectives might think about and say
about particular things.” In the process of exposing student to different view points Ed
sais he is, “also pretty clear with (students) about what my own views are,” while strongly
encouraging students to see information from different perspectives. He said he feels he
has developed a good balance between the content of his courses and what his personal
views are.

A third way Ed saw his use of power was in his role as a leader in the classroom.
“In the classroom, for me, it has to do with leadership...being a leader of a particular
educational experience.” One aspect of leadership is the issue of respect where Ed said, “I
like having respect but I also like earning it - in fact I think I like earning respect better
than having it by virtue of the position. And I like doing it in a way where I’m not
incognizant of the power relationship, but ...where the perception of that power
differential is reduced a little bit.” In considering his power as a leader, Ed felt a key
aspect of it is to get students more deeply engaged in their own learning. “And part of
what I intentionally try to do in all of my classes is get people involved. And some of the
time that means talking to them and trying to engage them that way. But it also involves
asking them questions, getting them talking individually or in groups,” and using large
group discussions with the class answering and asking questions of each other. In wanting
to make sure students are engaged and getting what they need, Ed says that he will,
“check in with individual students (and) have conversations with (them) about how they
think things are going.” And finally Ed said that it is, “always a good idea to figure out
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ways to get students more actively involved in what goes on in the classroom” and
continually reflects on his teaching and seeks to improve his ability to engage students.

A fourth way Ed perceived his power in the classroom was in terms of his social
identities. “I think that the fact that I’m a white male has had an influence on the
experiences I’ve had as a teacher and the way that I’ve developed as a teacher. ...And I
think I’d be silly to say that it doesn’t have anything to do with (power) and it doesn’t
have any impact because I’m sure that it does. But I try to teach on a way where that’s not
what the issue is. And I think I’ve been capable of doing that relatively successfully. But,
you know, I’m a guy and I’m white ...and that’s how other people read me. But that’s not
all I am and part of my job is to make people understand that I’m more than just that.”

A fifth way that Ed perceives his use of power is in setting the agenda for the
course. He says that, “more or less I have an outline or an agenda or a plan about where it
is that I want to go during the course of a semester and more or less during every class
that we have. And I’m able to do that, not so much because I have the power, but because
I’ve been given the responsibility to teach a particular course that either fulfills some kind
of role within the departmental curriculum” or that is designed as a part of the overall
economics curriculum. He acknowledged that this responsibility as well as his role
determine the classroom agenda to an extent, but said he tries to balance that out with
student participation and sharing a broad base of information. He also stated that in the
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macroeconomics course there is a more specific set of content and that when he feels like
he has to cover it all, the tendency is to do it by talking at students.

Overall Ed shares that, “most of the time (teaching) is exhilarating and
empowering, I wouldn’t say I get high from it but sometimes it makes me feel good. And
I love teaching...I enjoy doing it...and when it goes well it makes me feel like I’ve
accomplished something. And when it doesn’t go well, it’s unsettling and makes you
question what happened, what went wrong, and how might it have gone better? And
that’s challenging too.”

Comparison of participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
Ed’s perceptions manifested in his practice in two essential ways. First, was in his
commitment to being a leader of an educational experience and to giving students skills
to be successful in the larger world. Pedagogically, his lecture style was very clear,
concise, organized, and made good use of the chalk board and audio-visual mediums. Ed
lectured more in the macroeconomics course than he did in the world geography course
because of the nature of the content but in both classes the outline of his lectures was
clear. In addition, he made a point to emphasize key points and repeated essential
information in two or three different ways to make sure students understood the concept.
He checked for understanding by frequently posing open-ended questions that tied the
concept into an current economic example. Only once in seven observations did he say
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that a student’s answer was “wrong” (observation three) and instead typically responds
with, “that’s one possible way to look at it, what else can people think of?” Overall, his
interactions with students as they shared or asked questions involved his complete
attention and verbal and non-verbal affirmations such as “un-hum” or nodding his head.
He also scaffolded student points well and used them to further explain class concepts or
lead into the next concept. He often used students names when doing this and in the
geography was especially good at attributing ideas and good points to students. He also
attributed content to students by using the board a lot and writing student points down.

Ed also tried to be a leader and give students skills in his classes by providing
current examples for them to consider in relation to the material. In all seven observations
he began the class with a number of announcements about campus events and also about
topics he had seen in the news relative to class content. In observation one he brought in
an article from the Chronicle of Higher Education that discussed college endowments and
asked the class to critically think about how that impacts education in the U.S. and for
whom. In observations four, five and seven he played popular music to make connections
to the global economy and used videos such as Salaam Bombay in that class to get
students to apply the concepts. Ed encouraged students to think critically by utilizing
assignments and small group activities in class and had them discuss what people should
do about issues such as increasing gas prices, environmental degradation by multinational
corporations, and the costs of education. Fairly consistently, Ed asked students what
needed to happen or change in response to the economic issues the class was addressing.
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A second way Ed’s perceptions of his use of power matched his practice involved
how he related to students and created a climate where students engaged with each other.
Ed’s personal style was very calm and, at times, quiet and he had a casual classroom
demeanor. He would sometimes sit on the table or stand casually as students shared
thoughts in class and almost always had a small smile on his face. He consistently availed
himself to students and strongly encouraged them to check in with him if they had
questions about the material or concerns about their grades. In every observation Ed
stopped at various points and asked if there were any questions or additional thoughts He
encouraged students to share form their own experience by modeling that for the class
and gave examples from his own life. Ed encouraged students in their written work by
saying how much he enjoyed reading their papers and what he learned from them. Ed also
asked open-ended questions in his classes to get students involved and apply the material.
Another example of Ed’s flexibility and commitment to engaging students was his choice
to meet outside in observation seven because it was one of the first nice days of the
semester.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
It was observed that all of Ed’s perceptions of his power use manifested in his teaching.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
Four areas where Ed’s practice ran counter to his perceptions were his use of the
physical space, the amount of critical engagement that he opened the class up for, and his
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wait time and facilitation skills. First, the macroeconomics course had the chairs in rows
and the students all facing the board. Certainly, the frequency of lecture in this class
necessitated that students could see the board, but there were few enough students such
that he could have arranged the setting in the classroom differently and shortened the
distance between he and the students. In the world geography class this was more visible
because the class was physically larger and thus there was considerable space between Ed
and the students. In both courses, Ed could have created a physical environment that
would have been much more conducive to student engagement. In observation seven, the
class went outside and in the process of doing so ended up sitting in a circle on some
grass and more students shared in terms of air time and actual number of students sharing
in that class than in any other observation.

A second area where Ed’s use of power ran somewhat counter to his perceptions
was in the frequency of his use of critical questions. Though he did ask open-ended
questions about the material, there were a number of opportunities where Ed could have
asked students questions and instead stayed with the lecture format. A third area where
Ed’s perceptions ran counter to his practice was with his wait time. On average his time
was three seconds and did not prove to be conducive to encouraging student participation.
And finally, Ed’s practice ran counter to his perceptions with regard to his overall
facilitation of classroom discussions. Consistently in all observations Ed did not step out
of the process and encourage students to address their questions or comments to each
other. Instead, he remained positioned as the focal point of student interactions and thus
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retained his position as the center of knowledge construction in the class. This occurred in
observation seven when the class had moved outside and were discussing environmental
issues. At two different points in this observation student discussion was high and they
were even cross-engaging with each other’s points until Ed stepped in as the discussion
facilitator and the momentum of the discussion died down quickly.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
Three areas of Ed’s practice manifested in the classroom but were not mentioned
by him in interview one. First, he had an overall low key demeanor in the classroom, but
as the class went on his energy level rose a little. This was obvious by the increased
volume of his voice, his increased movement around the classroom, and his increased
openness to student comments and questions. Second, Ed had a very dry sense of humor
and used it to keep students engaged and to open up dialogue in his classes as well as
humanize himself and others. He tended to use his humor more in the world geography
class than he did in the macroeconomics class but it was still noticeably present in the
macroeconomics class. And finally, though Ed is very organized in the classroom, he was
surprisingly late in handing papers back to students.

Participant Profile - Martha
Setting Description
Martha teaches philosophy at a co-educational Massachusetts university with
approximately 25,0000 students. She is tenured and has taught there for twenty-five years
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and also directs another academic program on campus. This semester she taught two
classes and I observed one of them, a 300-level course looking at German philosophers.
The classroom had tile floors, windows on two sides, a chalk board on the wall near the
hall doors and the chairs were usually strewn about the class in large clusters. There were
approximately thirty-five students enrolled and a majority of those usually attended
making the room closely packed and impossible to have the students sit in a circle.
Instead, the chairs, standard with desks attached, were arranged in a few curving rows and
principally faced the board. In front of the board was a table where Martha usually placed
her bags and papers and next to the table was an overhead projector.

The students in the course were mostly juniors and seniors, there were three or
four students of color in the room, and the class was two-thirds men. There was one out
lesbian and one out gay man and no one identified in terms of other social identities
during observations. Martha was usually late to class by a few minutes and came in with a
briefcase and one to two shoulder bags containing files, papers or resources such as
overheads. Martha was dressed in casual professional attire with long, loose fabric skirts
or pants and colorful, matching blouses. The class met on Tuesdays and Thursdays from
11:15 to 12:30 and five observations were conducted resulting in a total of six hours and
fifteen minutes of observation.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
There were five central areas where Martha perceived the use of her power in the
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classroom. The first addressed her commitment to student skill development and
empowerment, the second dealt with the choices she made in structuring her classes, the
third addressed her pedagogy, the fourth considered how she set the classroom tone, and
the fifth attended to how she tried to break down the barriers between herself and her
students.

In interview one Martha stated that she, “is trying to use (her) skills to help
(students) do what they want to do in a better way.” But, “for a long time I thought my
main function was to teach people to break the structures that hold them back...and then I
realized that people were being fed lies and that they needed a counter set of knowledge
and that if they don’t have this knowledge and skills of analysis they're at the mercy of
what’s being fed them.” In response, Martha said she started teaching more critical
content and help students be successful academically while simultaneously challenging
the academic status quo. Martha said she tries to give students academic tools by
encouraging them to think critically and tells students, “..there are different ways of
reading (content. And) ...all of those ways are based on certain kinds of philosophical and
political assumptions” and that students should be aware of the perspective they have
when reading the material for the class. Martha said that she has, “information that can
help them understand their lives and change their lives” and that she demonstrates this to
her class by showing a slide of herself when she was eleven years old and not very happy
and semi-jokingly refers to how theory helped her make meaning of the world then.
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Martha also discussed her power in how she chooses to structure her classes. She
said that she, “always has a pretty tight syllabus” and that she gives them the outline of
the course and a “statement of objectives and what’s going to happen” over the course of
the semester. She also said that she has “these notebooks (starts to laugh) that I change
about every three or four years (where) I write everything down word for word. Which
works for me because then I have to think everything through. And I can’t teach from
/

notes at all, so I don’t really read it but sort of go through it,” and then go from there. In
contrast to her lecture and content organization, Martha said she has a loose policy
regarding due dates and in her classes expects students to develop their own, internal
sense of obligation to study and know the work. She described pressure from other
faculty to change her policy but she has strongly refused to do so. “I think it’s their
business” when they turn their work in and, “...part of education is learning, this is sort of
a Nietzschean idea, that you have to create your own sense of discipline.” Martha
explained how this is an important part of student empowerment and a way that she is
checking her power in the classroom and sharing it with students.

Martha’s pedagogy was a third way she perceived her power use. She stated that
she changed her teaching style to meet the this generation of students where they are at
because she was not getting good evaluations and was “boring to students” and “realized
that I actually had to change the lectures a lot, “and now she does, “a lot more breaking
the class down and having them do small group work and debates. And a lot of razzle
dazzle....So that’s one thing I have learned is that you have to change to stay the same. If
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you want to communicate the same thing, you have to change the way you communicate
it because you have a different generation of students.” Now Martha uses Calvin and
Hobbes comic strips, outlines on email, music, alternative assignments and non-academic
papers, and overheads and other mediums in her teaching to get students engaged. She
also says that she has chosen to cover less content in exchange for taking more time to get
students engaged in discussion and analysis. She stated that she doesn’t, “really approve
of flashy teaching” because it is not, “modeling a teacher-student relationship that has the
appropriate respect from both sides” and she thinks it is demagoguery. She said that she
is, “not a great lecturer. It’s not something I am very good at...and in some ways I don’t
really want to be one ...because I think it's not allowing the material or ideas to speak.”
Later, Martha said, “I wish I was a better public speaker” and “despite my comments
about demagoguery, I really wish I had more presence in the classroom.”

A fourth way Martha saw her use of power in teaching was in setting the tone and
climate in her classes. In particular she said she would use her, “power to keep
inappropriate things from happening in the classroom. I mean I don’t think you should
make an example of a student, but I think certain behavior ought to be interrupted right
away. And that needs to be modeled for the students...And that's a use of power I totally
wouldn’t apologize for. ...I have to say what’s appropriate and what’s not and it would be
a real abdication of my responsibility if I didn’t.” While committed to creating a safe
environment in her classroom, Martha also acknowledged that she is, “rather bad about
playing to the guys. ...And I know I sort of think it’s amusing and I give them a lot of
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space. I don’t think I’m very good at process in the classroom in the sense of making sure
that people who haven’t spoken speak. And that probably means I let the men speak way
too much." Overall, Martha says she uses her power to make the classroom a place where
students can engage, challenge her and each other, and learn to think critically.

Breaking down the barriers between faculty and student was a final area where
Martha perceived her use of power in the classroom.“I’ve kind of demanded that people
call me by my first name. And I've done a lot to make students decide what they want.
'Do you want to have a quiz on this or not?’ ‘Do you think we should spend another day
on this book or should we go on to something else?' I’m trying to show them that they
have the right and possibility of having control over their own education.'’ Martha said
she tries to break down barriers by allowing students to call her at home and she says she
often has students calling frequently or at late hours. The down side to this, she said, is
that it plays into the student transference of parental issues onto her. w hich she
acknowledged that she also engages in. “I have a big investment in being a good mom for
the students and will kind of lean over backw ard to do that. And I think that is actually a
teeny bit illegitimate on my part; that in some ways I'm kind of using students to meet my
own psychological needs. ...And to take this one more step, to w hat degree are all of these
noble political things I’ve been saying really because I want all of these young people to
love me?” Martha stated that she, “hasn't been disappointed in the students" when she
has, “tried to turn over certain kinds of power to them (and) they have received it in a way
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that was exactly appropriate.” Because of this, Martha will continue to relate to students
in ways that seem to subvert the traditional power structures of the academy.

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
Martha’s perceptions matched her practice in two central ways. First, both her
content and process were geared to helping students be successful in school as well as in
life. This pedagogical approach matched well her realization that she had to change the
way she teaches in order to meet this generation of students where they are at. Second,
her commitment to activism and student involvement in the learning process contributed
to the breaking down of barriers in the classroom and the academy as a whole.

Pedagogically Martha utilized a few different approaches for both content
presentation and classroom process. In four out of five observations Martha seemed to
have an applicable overhead available for almost any issue, whether it was lecture
material, a student questions, or an emergent direction of the class discussion. Martha
also used music and xeroxed pictures to help students engage with the class material. She
began each class with five to fifteen minutes of announcements and introductory
conversation and then moved to content presentation either through lecture or a large
class dialogue. Overall, her lecture style was brief and full of content as well as critical
thinking questions. Martha used email to share lecture outlines and in observation four
she went over nine points that she had placed on email prior to class. In four out of five
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classes she used small group work and facilitated each group sharing back to the large
group.

Martha’s classroom process was also in line with her perceptions. In all five
observations she was open to students interrupting her lecture for questions or comments
and would either respond to these questions herself or pose them back to the class with
“what do others think?” When students did pose questions or share ideas, Martha
consistently affirmed their doing so by nodding, saying verbals such as “um-hum” or
“good” or by using the board to write down key students points. Importantly, when the
class was deeply engaged in dialogue with each other, Martha moved to one side of the
board, placed her hands behind her back, and moved slightly closer to the wall. She
would then simply facilitate the discussion by calling on students with their hands up but
she did not respond herself. When she did have a point to make or summarized student
points, she moved back to the board and talked with her hands or had them in front of her.
This movement from “teacher” to “facilitator” was marked in four out of five
observations. In addition, when the class worked in small groups Martha moved to each
group around the room. When lecturing she stood at the front of the room, near the
overhead projector.

A second major area where Martha’s perceptions matched her practice was how
she supported student learning, activism, and empowerment in her class. In all five
observations she asked if there were any announcements and took as much time as
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necessary for the announcements that she brought as well as those that students had. In
three out of five observations she responded to student questions about an event that was
announced or she would ask other students to clarify. In observation three, for example, a
student raised the issue ol privatization of services at the university and Martha took the
time to explain what the impact of that was. In her comments she encouraged students to
“learn more about the issues, get involved in what is happening on campus, and take your
education into your own hands.” In addition, when the issue of Affirmative Action arose
in observation two Martha brought in a letter from a department on campus and shared
her personal and political views about the issue and again encouraged students to be
active in their education and learn to take a stand. Overall, Martha consistently
encouraged students to see their power in terms of creating change and helped them
critically reflect on how best to go about becoming involved in creating that change.

Conjoined with her encouragement for student involvement was Martha’s
commitment to let students have their own process in her classes. In observation five
there was a small group activity of writing “fiery speeches” as she called them about
issues from the readings. The class was broken into two groups and one of them, the
“feminist” group, was really struggling with coming up with a speech. In observing their
process, Martha occasionally helped them generate ideas, posed some questions to get
them started, humorously encouraged them with a little competitive guilt relative to the
other group’s progress, restated what the main purpose of the assignment was, and even
offered a few key points to consider when addressing the issues of socialism and
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feminism but did not take over their process as they struggled. After she offered her
thoughts she consistently moved away from the group to let them manage on their own.
As students presented, the feminist group gave a very brief and unorganized presentation
and Martha again did not intervene and simply offered additional points when they
finished.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
It was observed that all aspects of Martha’s perceptions manifested in her practice.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There were four areas where Martha’s use of power contradicted her perceptions.
The first relates to her consistent lateness for class and slight disorganization. In all five
observations Martha came in anywhere from one to eight minutes late for class. As she
came in she immediately passed out information and asked for announcements, but
remained disorganized for a number of minutes while looking for lecture notes, hand
outs, and overheads or while setting up the overhead projector.

Second, Martha actually spent more time looking at and lecturing from her notes
than she thought. In observation one, her lecture was roughly half from her notes with her
head down reviewing them. In the other three observations where she gave short lectures,
she also referred to her notes more than she mentioned. A third way Martha contradicted
her perceptions was in saying “I’m not an expert, but...” before she responded to some
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student questions. Martha talked about her desire to give students skills in critical
thinking and yet would often preface her thoughts with a comment that seemed to
connote a deferential stance in her sharing. Ironically, in all observations Martha’s
responses to questions demonstrated a remarkable command of information and would
seem to infer that she is an expert in more areas than she perceives.

Fourth, Martha’s practice contradicted her perceptions through her reminding the
class of assignment due dates and jokingly saying that they could beg her for extensions.
This contradicted Martha’s comments about not holding students to due dates as well as
her thoughts about encouraging students to develop their own sense of commitment to the
task of learning. And finally, Martha’s practice did not match her perceptions in terms of
what she called “playing to the guys”. It was observed that she did play to the men much
more than to the women and in this regard her practice did not contradict her perceptions.
However, she also stated that she wants to empower students and encourage them to
engage with their education and in giving so much attention and air time to the men in her
class, she contradicted these goals by potentially undermining women’s ability to engage
in the class. An analysis of the impact of this will be discussed in much more detail in
Chapter Five.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant"
One area of Martha’s practice that she did not mention was how her physical
presence changes when she moves from the role of “teacher” to “facilitator" as describe
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above. As a facilitator she seemed to move herself out of the “center” of the classroom
and then as a teacher, her voice and presence moved back to the “center”. A second
aspect of her classroom power Martha did not mention was her use of humor. There was
consistently a lot of laughter in all five observations and it had an impact on the class
dynamics that Martha did not discuss in the first interview. And finally, the impact on
women of Martha’s greater attention and connection to the men in the class was
something she did not perceive.

Participant Profile - Terri
Setting Description
Terri teaches at a small, private college in Massachusetts. She has taught there for
eleven years and has the equivalent of tenure. The first class observed, a course about
critical thinking, took place in a fairly large classroom with tile floors, flourescent lights,
bulletin boards on three of the walls and a large chalk board on the fourth. There were
doors on each of the side walls leading to hallways, and because the class was an interior
room it had no windows or sources for natural light. There were several rectangular tables
in the room that could move and they were placed in a semi-circle facing the board with
students sitting in chairs behind them. There was a table in front of the board where Terri
had her teaching materials. The twenty students in this class were all non-traditional, at
least half were people of color, and only a handful of men. The class met only four
Sundays a semester from 10:00AM-5:00PM.
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The second class observed addressed issues of oppression and met in a very small
room with a large oval table in the center. The room had carpeting, a chalk board along
one of the long walls, and a bulletin board along the other. The short walls had the door
on one end and windows on the other. There was very little room for moving around this
classroom and all of the students were sitting close to each other. The nine students in this
class were all non-traditional and eight were students of color. The course met on Fridays
four times a semester from 12:00PM-7:00PM. The final observation took place in the
same room as observation one but was of a group skills class. The class, again, had all
non-traditional students and about half of them were people of color. The class met on
Sundays from 9:30AM - 5:00PM and I observed from 9:30AM - 1:00PM. All total,
seventeen and a half hours of observation were conducted for Terri.

Terri’s presence in the classroom was casual and friendly. She often wore jeans
and a dress shirt with a vest over it. She brought food and drink to class and encouraged
others to do so as well. She used phrases like, “hello, my friends” when beginning
classes, coming back from breaks or activities, and when engaging with individual
students.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Terri shared five central perceptions about how she uses her power in her
teaching. The first is self-assessment and critical reflection on her uses of power in
teaching. She said she is, “always paying attention to” her power and its impact in her
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classroom but was not always aware of this and shared an example from her very early
years of teaching high school where she would use sarcasm with students. She said she
can see today how potentially harmful it is and said, ‘Tm sure it did damage. And it
wasn’t until much later that I understood the damage that sarcasm could do.” A second
incident that encouraged her to be more self aware was as a student in graduate school
where an instructor misused his power in constructing a class activity where she said, “...
it felt like our emotions and our actions were being manipulated indirectly.” Both
incidents inspired Terri to keep a critical eye on her power in the classroom and will even
dialogue out loud with herself in front of students regarding facilitation issues to help
bring them into the process. One of the key things that she has observed in her teaching
was her tendency to want to be more directive in the class and works to keep that in
check. She said that she is slightly more directive in her teaching than not and struggles
openly with the class about letting go of the outcome and trusting the process. To gage
her power use when teaching Terri said she asks herself if what she is doing compresses
or expands “someone’s possibilities or experience.” She also said that she is continually,
“walking that line between using the power I have in a way that's responsible and not
being too heavy handed with it.”

The second area where Terri perceived her use of power in the classroom was the
way she brings students into the educational process and share her power. Principally she
said she asks students for feedback on activities, her facilitation, and the class as a whole
so that it brings them into the process of owning the direction and flow of the class. “I'll
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say to them, ‘was that okay the way we did that? Would it have been better if the
questions was looser?’ And I’ll get them to tell me what they’re thinking about that.” For
her, this helps to establish a more student-centered environment and encourage students
to take responsibility for their education instead of looking to her to fill their minds. “I
think it equalizes things a little bit. I think it gives them a sense of, ‘she’s listening to
what we think and she values what we think.’...And they believe that I’m going to pay
attention to (their feedback) because I do.” One way she used student feedback was to
change assignments and re-structure some classes to meet the needs of students and honor
the feedback they gave her. In addition, Terri worked with student feedback to help
structure learning goals for the semester and the order and flow of the syllabus.

A third place Terri perceived her power use in the classroom dealt with
engendering student voice and participation. She said that she loves when students are
really excited and dialoguing with each other and when that happens and, “in those
situations (I just) get out of the way. I just keep my mouth shut and let them go?' She said
that honoring the student process is extremely important in terms of student participation
and empowerment and she works hard not to, “interfere with that process any more than
absolutely necessary.” Ultimately Terri says she seeks to use student experience as text in
her classes and seeks to draw students into the process of knowledge construction in the
class.
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Another way Terri perceived her power in the classroom was her use of her social
identities as learning tools and her encouragement of students to do the same.
Specifically, she said she uses her identity as a lesbian as a teaching tool to help students
become more aware. She was very clear that this was not for shock value or any kind of
personal agenda. She said she does it to help students expand their awareness and become
more effective human service practitioners. She shared a story of a student who, at first,
had a hard time with Terri being a lesbian but a few semesters later wrote Terri and
thanked her for teaching her how to be more open minded and helping her be supportive
of a family member who is gay. In addition, Terri pays careful attention to her racial
identity because it, “powerfully affects” her teaching. She said when she is, “teaching
about race as a white woman, I am much less likely to be directive with a classroom full
of students of color and much more likely to encourage dialogue...because I am very
conscious of not wanting to recreate the race-power stuff that (usually) goes on.” Terri
also names her social identities in the classroom to, “encourage people to tell their own
personal stories and to use their own personal identities in the class.” She makes a point
to do this in all classes but especially in diverse classes where the learning potential is so
high for everyone.

Finally, Terri described her use of her power in relation to how she structures her
courses. She mentioned that, “there’s enough of a traditional voice in me ...that says T
really do know what I think these people should learn’ And that’s dangerous because
there’s a lot of times when that’s not true.” In response to this, Terri said she tries to be
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conscious of how she structures the activities of her courses, her assignments, and the
way that she is facilitating the classroom. Nevertheless, she also acknowledged that she
has, “a need for things to be organized” so that she can more easily allow the class to go
where it needs to go and still cover the necessary content because she always has a
learning objective in mind, no matter where the discussion goes.

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
There were five central areas where Terri’s practice matched her perceptions. The
first addressed how she structures her courses and invites students into the process of
setting the class agenda. Terri was very clear about her hopes and expectations for each
class but also invited others to share their expectations and hopes. In observation one, she
began the class with a reminder of the class “Guidelines” that were up on newsprint.
These guidelines were: “1) empowerment, 2) people have their own process, lived
learning, adult education, 3) critical thinking, 4) oppression awareness, 5) studentcentered, and 6) plant a seed.” In all three observations she introduced the agenda for the
day, which was always on a piece of newsprint, and invited students to make suggestions
or changes as they day went on. In addition, as Terri made agenda changes throughout the
day, which were always motivated by running out of time, she explained to the class why
she was dropping a certain activity or asked the class which of two or three remaining
activities they would like to do in the time left. It was also observed that after an activity
Terri asked students if it was useful and what they learned from it. Terri demonstrated an
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openness to student feedback by asking the class for their evaluations of the semester. She
gave them the option to do it verbally or in writing and they chose verbally while Terri
took careful notes and asked clarifying questions. Terri’s overall organization of her
syllabus and class outlines was very tight, her notes and assignments were very clear, and
she provided thorough information about her expectations for the course.

Pedagogy was a second area where Terri’s perceptions of power use matched her
practice. It was observed that she did invite student experience into the classroom and
encouraged student-centered knowledge construction. Terri frequently posed student
questions back to the class and asked people to speak from their own experience
regarding the question. Most of the activities that Terri designed had this student-centered
knowledge construction as a goal as well and overall Terri provided ample opportunities
for student voice and experience to enter the classroom. She also demonstrated a
commitment to get a range of student voices in the class by calling on students who had
not shared and used student responses as a place to build additional points and thus
affirmed student knowledge as part of the overall content of class. Pedagogically, Terri
also “got out of the way” so students could have their own process in the classroom. She
often put students in small groups and went group to group as they worked, rarely
interfered with the processes of the groups, and if they needed more time, gave it to them.
When she facilitated group discussions she often sat down and a little out of the main
circle so she was not the most prominent figure in the room. She entered into the
discussion only to ask clarifying questions or to help the group move to critical thinking.
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unless time was running out and then she took a slightly more facilitative posture. A final
pedagogical point for Terri was her frequent use of problem-posing processes in lieu of
lecture or other traditional forms of content delivery. Her commitment to student-centered
teaching was seen in her consistent use of pairs, small groups, and large group
discussions that focused on the application of class information.

Third, Terri’s perceptions of her power use matched her practice in terms of her
commitment to critical thinking and analysis. She consistently pulled students back to the
material and to the critical application of the material in what they were sharing. In
observation two, students were sharing about issues of oppression they had seen since the
last class meeting and after each student Terri would ask where on the Freriean diagram
for social change the student thought the issue was and where the student thought they
were. In observation three she shared that critical thinking was a key goal in her classes
and said she would be asking those kinds of questions all semester.

A fourth area where Terri’s perceptions matched her practice was her naming and
using social identity issues in the classroom. In observation one she used people’s racial
and ethnic identities as a key part of an activity and encouraged them to dialogue around
it and share how the process of doing that felt. Also, in observation two Terri shared her
experience as a lesbian on two different occasions to underscore an important point about
homophobia and heterosexism in this culture. Terri also supported students in all three
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observations to share from their own experience as people of color or white people,
women or men, and other social identity backgrounds.

The final area where Terri’s perceptions matched her practice was in her
willingness to reflect on her teaching. This was largely an internal process and difficult to
measure in an observational format, but there were a few occasions where Terri’s
reflective process was apparent either because she was verbalizing it or she shared it with
the researcher directly during the observation. In observation two, she announced to the
class her “incomplete policy” and reminded them of paper due dates, making it clear that
there were no exceptions to this policy and that students needed to take responsibility for
getting their work done and in on time. She then shared honestly that she did not want to
go over these administrative issues while I was there observing because she feared it
would make her look like she was hanging on to her power too much. But, she went
ahead and talked about it because it was the truth about her teaching. On another occasion
in observation two she was engaging with the class in a large group discussion and
realized that she was talking too much and said, “I’ll be quiet now” and let the students
continue to share. She also did this in observation three where she recognized that she
was commenting after each student’s share and said to the class that she would try not to
do that.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
No areas were observed where Terri’s perceptions did not manifest in her practice.
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“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
Two areas where Terri’s practice ran counter to her perceptions were her
classroom time management and her process of giving directions. Terri consistently
planned more than could be accomplished in the seven hour class period and in all three
observations was cutting or changing the agenda. Certainly, this was partially the result of
changes in the flow or needs of the class, but more so it was due to running out of time
and having to make choices about what to cut from the agenda. This contradicts Terri’s
comments about having a tight syllabus, being organized in her teaching, and having clear
learning objectives. It does not contradict her commitment to student-centered teaching,
however, and highlights the tension between having definite content to cover and wanting
to teach from a student-centered perspective.

Second, Terri’s practice contradicted her perceptions in terms of her process of
giving directions. In observation three, the first session of this class for the semester, Terri
explained to the class that she would use a lot of different teaching style to accommodate
multiple learning styles. And yet, in all three observations she placed students into small
groups and then posed questions to answer verbally and not write them down. On
occasion she had questions pre-written on newsprint or she would write something on the
board, but for the most part the directions for her activities were verbal. In observation
one and three this proved to be a challenge for some students as they were asking her to
repeat questions while she wrote them down or they were not quite meeting the objectives
of the activity because they were unclear about the directions.
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“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
Two points that were observed in Terri’s practice but were not perceived by her,
were her ability to scaffold ideas and activities in a way that makes them accessible and
her ability to track the flow of a conversation and summarize its key points. In all three
observations Terri demonstrated an ability to combine student ideas with activities she
had planned and effectively integrate them into the content of the class so they built upon
each other and flowed well. In addition, in all three observations she was able to track the
large group discussions and pull out key points so that students could tie the discussion to
the material being discussed in the readings or information presented in class. Neither of
these processes were mentioned by Terri in her first interview.

Participant Profile - Ronald
Setting Description
Ronald teaches at a co-educational Massachusetts university with an enrollment of
25,000. Ronald is a tenured faculty member in Ethnic studies and has been at the
University for twenty-three years. He taught two classes the semester of this study and
both were observed. The first course met Mondays and Wednesdays from 2:30PM to
4:25PM and addressed the civil rights movement with a focus on Dr. King and Malcolm
X. Five observations were conducted in this class. The second course met Mondays and
Wednesdays 10:10AM-12:00PM and addressed issues of revolution and social change
globally. One observation was conducted for this course. All total ten hours and ten
minutes of observation were conducted for Ronald.
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Both courses met in the same classroom which was rectangularly shaped. One
long wall had a door to the hallway at each end while the other had a bank of windows
from mid-wall to the ceiling running the length of the wall. The rear short wall was bare
and the front short wall had a small chalk board on it. The TV/VCR was located in the
comer of this short wall and the long wall abutting the hallway. The room was carpeted,
there were wooden chairs with desks attached, and flourescent lighting was throughout
the room. In front of the chalk board was a small table with a movable lectern and a
padded, wheeled chair sat behind the table. As Ronald faced the class while sitting the
TV/VCR was to his right and the wall of windows was on his left. The class sat in rows
although over the course of the day they had become disheveled. There were
approximately twenty-five students in the first class and twenty in the second and they
were all traditionally aged with one non-traditional student in the 2:30PM course. About
two-thirds of the students were students of color and the class was evenly broken down
by gender. Ronald had a very casual demeanor in the class, often sitting on the table on in
the chair behind it with his feet up. He often used casual dialogue and humor in his
conversations with students.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Ronald’s thoughts regarding his use of power in the classroom were grouped into
four main themes. First was his focus on critical thinking and helping, “...students learn
how to think and how to analyze; how to cut through the obfuscations that we view a lot
of...” the information we receive about the world. “It’s like life. I’m trying to get people
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to understand that (critical analysis) is like life. ... you have all of these facts but you must
distill and try to get to the essence of the problem. It’s normal to be dismayed or
overwhelmed by the super fluidity of the facts... So, in my classes I’ve never focused or
thought about (teaching) in terms of power. I think of teaching as an attempt to get at
‘what is the truth?’” Ronald said he exposes students to the myths of U.S. culture and the
political system to help them become more informed citizens and participants in a
democratic society. Ronald also said he wants students to apply their new awareness to
current social issues and consider alternative paradigms for social organization. Once
students have the skills to critically examine their world he, “exposes them to real life
novels, real life events (so) they can draw their own conclusions about what needs to be
done” and have those conclusions be as informed as possible. To demonstrate their
understanding he has students do in class presentations and discuss and defend their
opinions about class material.

A second area where Ronald perceived his use of power was his encouraging of
students to take responsibility for their own education. Principally he did this with his
assignments and his grading practices. Students would often ask him what he wanted in a
paper, how long it should be, or what they should write about and he would respond by
saying, “ ‘it can be as long or as short as you want to get it right or until you think you
have shown some mastery of the subject. ...It’s on you, Jack. You make sense of it,’ and
show me what you know.” Ronald also demonstrated this in his grading by asking
students to write down, “the grade they want and then the grade they think they deserve
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with no bullshit.” He said he will take those two grades into consideration when he
assigns grades at the end of the semester. Ronald stated that he grades on a curve in his
classes and feels that is another way, by having students be measured against each other,
of putting the responsibility of doing well in the class on the students and not an arbitrary
standard he has set. Overall he says that his grading process, “...eliminates the artificial
boundary” between he and the students and if both the students and he are, “being honest,
there’s no problem. It’s when one of us is skewed that I exercise my authority.”

Ronald also perceived his power use in his pedagogy. Ronald said that he sees his
role as being about cultivating student minds and does this by using a problem-posing
pedagogy and getting students to openly “tear and compare” the material in his classes.
He described his pedagogy as, “Hard but fair. You’ve got people who’ve been taught,”
that discussion is, “free association. ...But random, free associated talking is not what
we’re about. Informed discussion,” about the facts is what the class is about and so he
gets to that by asking questions. “It’s not Socratic. I ask questions, but they have the
material,” and so if they have, “something to contribute, that’s fine. But don't try to
impress me or your classmates with a lot of bullshit. I may exert my authority by my
frowns,” when students are sharing just to be heard and not to be engaged in dialogue and
knowledge production. Standard critical thinking questions Ronald said he uses include,
“What do these things mean?”, “How do you reconcile the contradictions here?” or, “If
you were in this situation in 1965, what would you have done? What would you do
today?” Ronald also said he uses a lot of video in his courses so students can engage with
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alternative information sources and because, “it’s an opportunity for them to grapple with
the material.” Ronald said he does use lecture but only in the beginning of the semester to
ground them in the theory. As time goes on, he stated that he tends to let the material
speak for itself and open up more space for the students to discuss with him and each
other and sees himself as “just running it.”

The final area where Ronald mentioned his use of what could be considered
power was his sharing of life experiences in his classes. He connected this to his concrete
experience in the Civil Rights Movement and with politics over the last forty years but
also to his identity as an African American man in the United States. “I'm able to impart
life experience and choose to talk about things that I know and relate historical events to
real life people, so I have the authority of personal involvement." He saw his political
identity as important and valued in his teaching as his racial identity and said he
frequently draws upon that to underscore some of the content in the videos or the
readings. He also acknowledged that his identity as Black man “gives me a certain
credibility” that adds weight and power to his teaching. He also mentioned that his
personal involvement in the content of the course gets him, “caught up with passion"
sometimes but he just crosses his, “fingers and keep on going” hoping that the students
are still with him. Overall, he saw his age and personal experience as a valuable source
for knowledge in the classroom.
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Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
There are five ways that Ronald’s perceptions matched his practice. All five are
related to his wanting to help students get to the “truth” and to feel moved to act toward
positive change and be part of the solution. First, through film, handouts, and frequent
reference to the readings, Ronald encouraged students to see issues from perspectives not
found in mainstream history books. In five out of six classes he showed films including a
segment of “Eyes On the Prize”, All the President's Men, and Missing. He also provided
several handouts that included articles from alternative newspapers about Malcolm X and
copies of government documents regarding Watergate. Ronald also encouraged students
to seek out alternative sources of information such as National Public Radio or Mother
Jones. In addition, he provided small lectures during class highlighting key points of the
film, the readings, or the content in general. During the films he added clarifying
comments to underscore important facts or historical moments and connect it to other
historical events not specifically mentioned in the film. His goal of getting them engaged
with the material was also seen in the structure of his assignments. In response to a paper
topic he gave the class, a student asked what the paper should look like and Ronald said,
“let it be whatever you want. Jack. It should be related to concrete historical events.
Digest the material and tell me what it means.”

Second, Ronald’s perceptions of power use matched his practice in his posing
questions to students. First, he asked comprehension questions before and after every film
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or lecture to see if students had questions regarding the content. He then asked critical
thinking questions related to issues such as racism, “the problem is not race, but a system
called racism. To change that system is to change the United States...how do we change
it?”or about U.S. involvement in the disruption of democracy around the globe,
America’s imperialism, and the need to see and understand our “hidden government”. Or,
he asked questions about their personal reactions such as “so if Malcolm were to come
back would you join?..what about Martin?” or what would the students do if they were
the father of the “missing” person in the film Missing. “Would you have been frustrated?
What relief could you have found?” In all observations Ronald asked questions to get the
students thinking more deeply about the content and how it applied to their lives and to
current issues today such as a comparison of Watergate to the Clinton impeachment
hearings and who stood to gain as a result.

Third, Ronald consistently shared his personal experience with the class. He
talked openly about his connection to Malcolm X and the impact Malcolm had on his life
during the 1960's, “you can see Malcolm was my man...I’m sorry you missed him.” he
also added his perspective on the Watergate scandal and the government documents that
he shares with the class and added his experience of seeing it unfold at the time. He also
shared his perspective of being political in the South when Dr. King was there and with
being politically involved at a time when there were clear leaders and a direction to
follow. It was consistently observed that Ronald had some personal experience to share
about each class’s content.
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Fourth, after every class Ronald stayed and talked with students for quite a while.
There were always between four and eight students who would stay after to talk to him
and at this time he offered specific suggestions about how to get more involved. After
one observation a woman expressed how angry she was getting in response to the class
content and he asked what her interests were and then encouraged her to channel her
energy and “join a movement”. He offered suggestions about what she could do,
organizations she could contact, and even offered to see if he knew anyone who could
help her get more involved. At other points, he encouraged students to write letters and
get involved on campus or he would simply push them to resources that helped them
continue to learn the whole picture and think for themselves. At another point he
reminded the class that the students involved in the Civil Rights Movement were the
same age as those in the room and urged them to see that they could make a difference if
they spoke up, got involved, and got organized. “Life is life, Jack. You're all living on the
cusp of a great time. The story of America is being played out right now,” and he invited
them to be an active part in creating it.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
It was observed that all of Ronald’s perceptions of his use of power manifested in
his practice.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There were five elements of Ronald’s practice that ran counter to his perceptions
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or the goals of his power use. First, he had the room arranged in a traditional manner with
the students sitting in rows and he position either behind the table and lectern or sitting on
the table. This arrangement contradicted his goal of having students engage with him and
with each other. As a result, the physical distance between Ronald and the students was
such that it highlighted his centrality in the class. Second, when Ronald talked he often
looked over student heads or out the window for extended periods of time. In observation
five, two students had their hands raised for over a minute and Ronald never called on
them because he was looking out the window. Eventually, the students dropped their
hands and did not ask their questions. In addition, it was observed that Ronald would on
occasions have his back to students as he wrote on the board or set up the VCR while
students talked to him. Ronald also spoke very softly at times and it was observed that it
was difficult to hear him. Fourth, Ronald said he wanted students to come to their own
conclusions but then continued to talk, offer his opinions, and suggest perspectives from
which to view the material. And finally, it was observed that on occasions Ronald would
lose patience with student responses that did not clearly relate to the material or the
class’s discussion.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant"
Ronald made no mention of his casual demeanor in the classroom and yet it was
observed that his non-formal academic language, his casual presence in the classroom
with his feet on the table or his sitting on the table all connoted a very informal and
accessible tone. In addition, Ronald rarely had anything written on the board except in
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one observation where he did use the board to share notes for “All the President’s Men
Third, Ronald frequently paused when talking for extended periods of time, 3-5 seconds
usually and at times 10-13 seconds. It was observed that the class remained silent while
he was gathering his thoughts. Fourth, Ronald freely shared his personal views on topics
and this was not so clearly stated in the first interview. For example, in observation four
he said after All the President’s Men in reference to insider politics, “The Democratic
party are like children, as opposed to the sophistication of the Republican party.” And
fifth, Ronald did not mention the amount of time that he took after each class to stay and
talk with students, listen to them, and encourage them in their learning and action and yet
after all but one class observed he stayed from ten to twenty minutes after class with
students.

Participant Profile - Marcus
Setting Description
Marcus is a tenured faculty member at state college in Massachusetts, and has
been there for sixteen years. Two different classes were observed for Marcus from March
11 to April 15, 1999 resulting in a total of eight observations. The first class addressed
issues of self-awareness as an educator and had fourteen students enrolled with two
women of color and three men. The class met on the first floor of a brick building where
one long wall had a door connecting to the hallway with a bookshelf along it, and the
other had a bank of windows running along its length. The short wall in the back of the
classroom had elementary school drawings and the short wall in the front had the
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chalkboard with a four foot by three foot triangular table in front of it where Marcus
placed his briefcase and papers. The floor was tiled, the room was lit with large
flourescent lights, and the chairs all had desks attached to them. The desks were arranged
in a circle that faced the board. The class met Tuesdays and Thursdays from 8:30-9:45
and there were four observations conducted for this class resulting in five hours of
observations.

The second class, an introduction to multicultural education, also met on
Tuesdays and Thursdays from 11:20 to 12:35 and there were also four observations
conducted for this class resulting in another five hours of observation, and ten hours total
observation of Marcus. There were approximately twenty-two students in the class with
two women of color and approximately five men. This class was twice the size of the
previous class with tile floors, white walls that were bare except for a chalk board along
the front short wall, and windows that ran along the long wall away from the door. The
chairs had desks attached to them and were arranged in rows which began eight to ten feet
from the table in front of the chalk board where Marcus usually placed his things. Marcus
usually dressed casually with khaki pants, long sleeved shirts and a sweater vest or a
casual tie and had an open demeanor in the classroom.

Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Marcus’s perceptions of his power use was grouped into five central themes. First,
Marcus mentioned how he reflects on his teaching and his power use in the classroom
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and said self-awareness was an essential part of his practice. He shared that teachers must
regularly reflect on their practice, including the power dynamics in their classes, as part of
the on-going process of becoming a better teacher. He believes that he is always learning
more about teaching, looking for better ways to teach, and strives to stay open to that
learning process whenever it presents itself. He said he, “often third and fourth guesses,”
himself in the classroom and constantly, “wonders about the effectiveness of my
teaching.” He said he is aware of his power in the classroom because he recognizes that it
is his decision where the class meets, what they cover, how they cover it, how students
success is measured, and what the assignments will be. Thus, he states that he tries very
hard to stay open to the needs of the group and change his practice when it will better
serve the task at hand. His changes largely come from student feedback which he
indicated he is very open to so he can be more conscious of the power dynamic between
he and his students. He said that he does not think his opinions are the “truth” and is open
to learning from student experience as well. Overall, Marcus said he continually looks
inward regarding his practice and critically questions his teaching with every new class.

Second, Marcus mentioned his power use in terms of his classroom processes and
that, “One of the core things for me is to have a learning experience in the classroom and
how is it that I can create a meaningful learning experience for the students that I’m
working with at any given time?” This was a large theme for Marcus and is broken down
even further into the procedural issues of the class, how he assesses the needs of the
group, and how he seeks to engage students. First, Marcus said he recognizes the power
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of the educator in terms of procedural issues in the class such as who he calls on, how the
discussion is facilitated, or what the focus of the class will be. He said he facilitates
student discussions with a constant eye on the main learning objective and if students
drift off he will intervene and pull the conversation back to the main topic. He also said
that students have a responsibility for directing the procedures of the class as well and
makes space for students to get involved in watching the time for an activity and for
facilitating the dialogue process as well. Second, Marcus saw his power in the classroom
process in how he assesses and reads the needs of the group. He said he knows group
dynamics are happening all of the time in the classroom and he makes his best guess
about what the group needs and understands that this could shift at any time in the class.
“I’m constantly making adjustments and trying to change what I am doing so my teaching
makes the connection,” with students. He said he makes choices based on what he thinks
the group needs, who the students are, and what their individual needs might be. When
considering when to intervene he primarily considers the impact of the individual’s
behavior on the group and bases his actions on that assessment. He said he sees part of his
authority as being responsible for creating a safe classroom environment. Third, Marcus
said he is committed to helping students fully engage with the material and challenge him
and others in the class. In particular, Marcus felt that conflict is an important part of the
learning process and uses his power to stay with it and use it as a place for learning and
reflection in the classroom.
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A third area where Marcus saw his use of power in the classroom dealt with his
presentation of the content. He believed it is his responsibility to be conscious of the
information that people need and puts a lot of time into the front end of his courses so
that students are prepared to engage in the discussion and reflection throughout the
semester. He said he uses critical, problem-posing pedagogy to ground the content in real
life experiences and help his students apply the information to their experiences in the
classroom. He also said that he is using more experiential learning because he is,
“growing more and more convinced that probably the most significant aspect of learning
is when people can look at their own experience (through) experiential learning.”
Although he emphasized dialogue and small group discussion, Marcus said he has high
expectations and expects students to demonstrate a level of mastery in their work
because, “this is serious business and I expect (them) to do the work ...and have their stuff
done. And not only does it need to be done but it needs to be done well.” In addition, he
said he teaches, “slightly differently depending on what class I’m teaching... I don’t
experience myself as teaching the same with every course...(and) I'm sort of different
depending on who the students are and what the subject matter is.”

A fourth area where Marcus noted his classroom power use was in his attempt to
make a connection with students. For him teaching is about, “demanding the best from
my students and at the same time, letting them know that I care about them as people and
as individuals.” He said he makes an effort to let students know he cares about them
when in class, during his office hours, and in feedback on their written work. He said he
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strongly encourages students, “to be conscious of (their) own experience,” and says to
them, “There’s stuff going on here - look at it, question it, name it, address it.” He said it
is important for all teachers to sustain a connection with students and thus tries to make
himself open and accessible while teaching and available outside of class.

The final area where Marcus mentioned his power use was in terms of social
identity issues, and race issues in particular. “As a person of color, I’m conscious of my
identity being an issue in relationship to students from a lot of different perspectives.” He
said that when he sees social identity issues playing out in the classroom, either his or his
students, he will name it outright to the class and encourage them to, “look at them and
deal with them openly”. He said social identity impacts how students experience him as a
Black man and how they engage with the class as a whole. He also said that he struggles,
“with the same dynamics in terms of listening to my students...and understanding what
they’re saying and what they mean...It’s an issue within this society and this social
context ...and it affects what I do” in the classroom. “As a teacher of color, it’s always
something...that’s in the foreground or background."

Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
Marcus’s perceptions matched his practice first in his posing questions to the
class. It was observed that Marcus posed questions to the class in four ways. He asked
them how activities went and solicit feedback from the class about their experience with
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the activity. This had the dual purpose of getting feedback from students about classroom
processes and encouraged students to be aware of their experience during an activity.
Second, he asked questions that checked for comprehension such as “are you getting all
of this?’, “any questions?”, and “are you following me?” which opened doors for students
to engage and helped Marcus gage class needs regarding content and process. Third, he
posed questions geared toward the classroom process and would ask students if there
were, “any other thoughts?’ or “anyone else have this experience?” These questions
agreed with Marcus’s commitment to getting students engaged and bringing their life
experiences into the classroom. And finally, Marcus posed critical thinking questions to
the class that pushed them to consider how the material applies to their future practice as
teachers. Overall, Marcus used his questioning, problem-posing techniques to check that
he was on track with his teaching and meeting student needs.

Perceptions also matched practice for Marcus in his engagement with students. It
was observed that he was consistently affirming and sought to connect with students
around the material. When students shared thoughts, particularly in the morning class, he
verbally responded with comments like, “yes, I understand” and “good...good” or
demonstrated through non-verbals such as head nodding and smiles that he was hearing
and present to what the student was sharing. He also engaged with students by
consistently inviting their experience into the knowledge construction of the class. As he
presented new concepts such as “feedback”, “trust”, or “active listening” he asked for
student examples from their own experience. Marcus also stated that he had the
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responsibility of creating a safe classroom environment and he demonstrated using his
power this way in observation three where he interrupted a student’s negative behavior,
reminded him of the goals of the activity, and suggested he focus his thoughts more.
Overall, Marcus’s desire to engage with students in the class was observed in his high
energy, excitement for the material, and use humor and personal stories to create an open
classroom environment.

Third, Marcus’s perceptions matched his practice in the way he presented his
content. Marcus did lecture on occasion but they were always short, to the point,
organized, and made use of the board to help students follow his points. He gave
examples, both abstract and specific, for each main lecture point as well. In seven out of
eight classes Marcus made use of student conversation in pairs, groups of three, and small
groups and also used many small group activities to get students engaged with the
material. After small group activities he asked the small groups to share their ideas with
the rest of the class and as they did he often wrote their thoughts on the board serving to
both attribute knowledge to students and use their ideas to underscore key concepts. He
also participated as necessary in small groups based on numbers and the needs of the
activities. When not doing so, he moved from group to group actively listening or helping
a group when necessary, and demonstrated more of a facilitation persona than a teaching
one. Marcus also used student suggestions when structuring his content presentation, as in
observation seven where he changed the activity based on student feedback. And finally,
it was observed that Marcus did teach differently for different courses. His relational
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style, the physical set up of the classroom, and how he engaged with students did vary
from the self-awareness course to the multicultural education course.

A fourth are where Marcus’s perceptions matched his practice was around
addressing social identity and diversity issues in the classroom. It was observed that he
presented diversity and social identity issues to students in the context of what will make
them better teachers and help them be more aware when they are in the classroom, and
suggested they be critically aware of these dynamics as they teach. In both classes there
were times when Marcus highlighted issues of racism, homophobia, and sexism with race
and racism being the issue he most frequently mentioned. In observations one, three, five,
and seven he raised very personal issues such as trust in personal relationships, and
suggested that race and gender have an influence on how people communicate and
establish trusting, caring relationships. In one class it was observed that he even used his
identity as a Black man for discussion about how race impacts teaching and asked
students in his multicultural education course how they think his racial identity impacted
the class. Overall, Marcus made efforts to name issues of social identity and diversity in
his courses and use it as content to be discussed and reflected upon.

A final area where Marcus’s perceptions of his power use matched his practice
was in his self-reflection and personal questioning. This was a difficult aspect to observe
since the process was largely internal, but there were occasions where Marcus openly
questioned or named his teaching process and why he was teaching in a certain way. In
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one observation a student shut down after he questioned her a little and he later said that
his style can sometimes be “overbearing” and that he was just trying to get her to engage.
In another observation he acknowledged that he was making an activity more complicated
than it needed to be and he paused to re-assess his approach and take in some student
feedback as well.

“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
Marcus stated that he is willing to confront students, “and to deal with issues
sometimes on a deeper level (because) these issues and conflicts are not always just about
the work, but they’re sometimes about other things...Because I’ve had students who I’ve
had to call on their behavior but also look at the deeper implications of the behavior and
so confront them on what’s the behavior about.” As stated above, Marcus did confront a
student on one occasion when his comments no longer were in service of the task. And
yet, in four different observations it was noted that there were gender and race issues
operating for students in their comments and behaviors in the classroom and in those
instances Marcus did not take his confronting the student to the level he described in
interview one.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
One example that ran counter to his perceptions was Marcus’s choice of examples
when teaching. In observation one he was presenting a concept in class and asked the
class to name the differences between a woman attending a local prestigious women’s
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college versus a woman attending his institution. Immediately three men in the course
said the woman from the other institution were “smarter” and as they offered comments
in this vein, Marcus realized that this was offensive to the women in the room and tried to
redirect the comments. He did not, however, counter what the men said and did not
apologize for the example or even own that it was problematic and a bad choice on his
part. The women in the room remained silent and Marcus quickly moved the class on to
another activity. Overall, Marcus seemed to use examples off the top of his head and it
did not appear that he had fully considered their impact on people in the class.

A second example that ran counter to Marcus’s perceptions is that he often did not
stay long after his classes to engage with students. In the afternoon class there was
another class coming in but in the morning class he often headed out of the room rather
quickly and if students wanted to talk to him they had to go to his office. A third example
of Marcus’s practice that ran counter to his perceptions was the physical set up of his
afternoon class. The chairs were movable and yet they were left in rows with at least ten
to twelve feet between he and the first row of students. This completely contradicted any
attempts at getting students engaged or creating a classroom environment conducive to
participation, and it kept him very separate from the students in the class.

Fourth Marcus’s practice ran counter to his perceptions in dealing with diversity
issues in the classroom. As stated above, he did name these issues on occasion in his
teaching and particularly with reference to content. However, there were also a number of
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occasions where students were acting on their misinformation regarding race and gender
and he did not stop the process to name or discuss these. Certainly, because of their
inherency in society, no one can name these issues every time they arise. However, in
moments of dialogue regarding the essentials of effective pedagogy some students were
posing charged personal points at key moments in the discussion and Marcus did not
name the importance of diversity issues or even address them at all.

A fifth area where Marcus’s practice countered his perceptions was that the
conversation in the class consistently went to or through him and there was not a great
deal of conversation between students. Marcus did open the floor to student responses
and did, on occasion, pose questions back to the class, but for the most part, the
knowledge construction in the class happened with Marcus as the key figure. Another
contradiction to his perceptions related to the knowledge construction issue was that
Marcus often gave confusing directions for activities and his responses to students were
often difficult to follow. In the self-awareness class, there were two instances where his
directions for an activity were unclear and as a result some students did not participate in
the way they should have. In the multicultural education course, when he responded to
student comments, his responses often exacerbated student confusion and left them with
more questions or confusion. In these moments, Marcus would eventually just refer them
back to the book and move on with the discussion.
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A final area where Marcus’s classroom practice did not match his perceptions was
in terms of his impact on the class as a whole. When he got excited, engaged in a
discussion with a student, or tried to get students to think critically his tone rose and it
would have the effect of shutting students down instead of inviting them into the
conversation. Marcus said in class that he can sometimes be “overbearing” and this point
will be discussed in chapter five.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant”
One aspect not mentioned by Marcus was that he was often late for class by a few
minutes. This was often because he was talking to a student or because he was in his
office and lost track of time but it was observed that this had an impact on his readiness
for class, particularly the afternoon class.

Participant Profile - Carmen
Setting Description
Carmen teaches at a small, private college and has been a tenure track faculty
member there for almost five years. She has a Ph.D. in psychology and has been a
practicing clinician for many years prior to teaching. Two observations were conducted
for Carmen, on March 13, 1999 and May 1, 1999, for two different classes totaling
fourteen and a half hours of observation. The first class was a counseling skills course
that met from 10:00AM - 5:00PM and the second was an introduction to family
counseling course that met 9:30AM-5:00PM. The room for the first observation was
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white tiled and white walled with a few small windows at the top of the back wall. Very
little natural light was available and instead the room was brightly lit by banks of
flourescent lights. The room had a number of thin, small tables with chairs around them
and they were arranged in a semi-circle facing the board. The “front” of the room was a
long wall with a door to the hall on either end and a large chalk board in the middle of it.
There was a rectangular four foot by six foot table in front of the board and that is where
Carmen placed her briefcase, notes and papers. The approximately twenty students in the
class were all non-traditionally aged and were over two-thirds people of color and twothirds women.

The second course was a fairly large classroom with tile floors, flourescent lights,
bulletin boards on three of the walls and a large chalk board on the fourth. There were
doors on each of the side walls leading to hallways and because the class was an interior
room, it had no windows or sources for natural light. There were several rectangular
tables in the room that could moved and they were placed in a semi-circle facing the
board with students sitting in chairs behind them. There was a table in front of the board
where Carmen had her teaching materials. The twenty students in this class were also
non-traditionally aged and were about half students of color and two-thirds women. There
were quite a few Puerto Rican students in this class which Carmen mentioned she had not
had before and was happy to see given that she is a Puerto Rican woman.
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Participant Perceptions of Power Use
Carmen had four essential areas where she perceived her power in the classroom.
The first addressed how she organized and presented her course content. She stated,
“because of (my) code of ethics (I’m) really reminded that I have to present the whole”
picture and a broad range of theories. Within this she said she knows her biases in terms
of theory and therefore tries to present each theory with its critique so she is giving the
students a fair representation of the various human development and counseling theories.
She said she feels committed to students getting this broad range because she sees her
responsibility as a teacher going beyond the student and extending to the clients the
students will be serving. She said she encourages students to test out these various
theories and develop their own sense of what works and be able to back up their thinking
with reasons for their theoretical choices. Carmen said she also tries to make it clear that
she is not an authority regarding these theories, and models for students her commitment
to learning more and never assuming she knows “the truth”. Therefore, when she
organizes her content she said she constantly refers to the class concepts as “hypotheses”
instead of “truths”. In addition, because she teaches many skill based courses, Carmen
also said she tries to make strong connections from theory to practice.

Carmen’s commitment toward “theory to practice” informs the second area where
she perceived her power use, her classroom process. First, Carmen said she makes a point
to establish a safe and productive learning environment and set up groundrules for her
classes. She said that her clinical experience has trained her not to impose her values on
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others, but feels some basic agreements need to be made in order to create a learning
environment where people can freely engage. She said she often uses counseling skills
and social identity development models when facilitating classroom dialogues and
activities because she is working to meet students where they are at and establish a
productive learning environment. In terms of classroom processes, she said she does
lecture on occasion and said she tries to keep it brief and use overheads to illustrate the
ideas she is presenting. She also said she wants her lectures and content delivery to be
more of a dialogue and encourages students to interrupt and ask questions or add points.
She added that she would like to be more experiential in her teaching and use more small
group work for content presentation and application, but feels a tension between content
and process when she does. She also said she would like to have more student contact and
makes arrangement to hold office hours off-campus in areas of Connecticut so commuter
students could more easily meet with her. And finally, Carmen said she wants to have
power in the classroom to be able to influence something happening in the classroom and
to encourage students to want to learn more. She does not, however, want that power to
be “power over” students because she feels that would be doing a disservice to the
students and to the class as a whole.

A third way Carmen talked about her power in the classroom was in terms of how
she challenged and engaged with students. Principally, she said she pushes students to
open up to new ideas and continually questions herself in terms of how much she pushes
students versus letting them have their own experience. She said she strives to make the
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class and the content interesting to students so they will be motivated to learn more. She
acknowledged that four sessions in one semester was not enough time to teach her
content and said she tries to motivate students to want to know more and learn the rest on
their own. She perceived her belief that no one knows the “truth” playing out with her
students in every class and said that is when she most consistently challenges them, asks
them “how do you know that?”, and encourages students to think critically about the
assumptions they bring to the material. She noted that she uses student experiences and
questions as examples for the whole class and when she gives feedback also tries to apply
it to the whole class instead of any individual student. In addition, when students
challenge her she said she responds by relating to them and understanding their questions
in relation to when she was also a student.

A fourth area where Carmen discussed her power was in terms of grading and
assignments. She said it is easier to grade her courses because they are largely skill based.
Principally, she said she looks for a demonstration of progress, whether students know the
content, if students can back up their argument, and if students met the course objectives.
She also said that she gives opportunities for re-writes. She said her assignments seek to
help students apply the material and involved video taping mock counseling sessions,
applying theories of family counseling and human development to the mission statements
of the agencies where students are currently working, and the creation of a mock human
services agency using family counseling and human development theories.
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Comparison of Participant Perceptions to Practice
“Perceptions that Matched Practice”
There were seven observable areas where Carmen’s perceptions matched her
practice. The first involved her classroom processes. Three key patterns were noted in this
area and the first dealt with how she responded to student questions. In all observations,
when students posed questions she responded by affirming the question, giving a
4

response utilizing the theory in question, and then providing either a general example or a
more specific example applying theory to practice. For the latter, she often provided
examples from her experience as a practitioner. The second classroom process pattern
observed was how she presented her lectures. She began each lecture with an oral
explanation of the concept or theory and then used the board to explain it more
thoroughly, using student examples or questions where possible. Then she offered a skillbased suggestion of how to apply the theory or concept. She concluded her lectures by
fielding student questions and offering examples from her practice in response. The third
process pattern observed for Carmen was how she facilitated the small group activities in
class. She began each one by explaining the concept or theory under consideration,
putting the activity in motion, moving from group to group listening to their process,
asking questions, offering specific skill-based suggestions, and then concluding the
activity by bringing the class back together and asking how it went and what they noticed.
Carmen also posed questions back to the class and encouraged students to share from
their experience when possible.
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A second area where Carmen’s perceptions matched her practice involved how
she physically set up the room and the overall classroom environment. Physically, she had
the chairs or tables in a semi-circle facing the board so that all students could see each
other. She also structured her time well and was not rushed, did not run over, always
started on time from breaks and lunches, and transitioned from activity to activity in a
timely manner. Carmen established a sense of safety in the room by putting out basic
guidelines for class discussions and participation and emphasized confidentiality as being
tantamount. She supported this sense of safety by maintaining excellent eye contact and
body language with students as they shared or engaged in the class.

A third area where Carmen’s perceptions and practice matched was seen in how
she used student-centered pedagogy and student experience in the construction of
knowledge in the classroom. She often invited students to share examples from their
activities or work experience and used those examples as a building block in her
presentation of content. She also posed critical thinking questions out to the group and let
the class go with their answers instead of trying to have them answer in a particular way.
In addition, in the family counseling class, Carmen did not present a syllabus at first but
assessed student goals and levels of experience regarding the content and wrote the
syllabus over lunch based on that feedback. Connected to student-centered teaching was a
fourth matching area: Carmen’s commitment to getting to know her students and helping
them feel part of the educational process. She often shared personal examples when
introducing activities, used humor to connect with students, spoke in Spanish to students
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at breaks and outside of class time, and consistently thanked students for their input and
appreciated those who shared their experiences.

A fifth area where perceptions matched practice for Carmen was how she attended
to issues of diversity and social identity. When doing a genogram mapping exercise, she
clearly stated that the activity was biased because it did not have a designation for lesbian
or gay families and then made up a designation for that. She also named her Puerto Rican
identity as an important issue in terms of cross-cultural counseling and communication
and openly shared her experiences as a woman of color regarding that. She also named
racism in general terms and talked about its impact on the counseling process and
encouraged all students to be more aware of their biases and assumptions when in the
counseling role.

And finally, Carmen did not exhibit any observable bias toward one theory over
another until specifically asked by a student which of the family counseling theories she
uses. During a role play in the family counseling class, she stated on two separate
occasions that the assessments students were suggesting for the role play were good but
that they were only hypotheses and not at all the truth. She encouraged students to realize
that they cannot and will not ever know “the truth” and instead they can follow the lead of
the client and look for avenues to be useful to them. She stated that students needed to be
able to identify the family counseling theory that made the most sense for them and then
explain and support why they have chosen that theory or approach.
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“Perceptions that Did Not Manifest In Practice”
There were no observable areas where Carmen’s perceptions did not manifest in
her practice.

“Elements of Practice that Ran Counter to Participant Perceptions”
There were two areas where Carmen’s practice ran counter to how she perceived
her power use. The first was observed in both of her classes and involved her not
confronting disruptive students. In the first observation, there was a male student who
made five different comments or jokes at the expense of the topic at hand and not once
did Carmen confront him. She did not ask him to be quiet, ask him to keep his comments
focused in a positive way, or call him on some of the biases related to his jokes. She did,
at one point, make a slightly barbed joke back to him but his comments persisted. In the
second class, a male student was slightly more obvious in his gender and race biases and
she, again, did not confront him when he made jokes to that affect. Neither of these
students said anything extremely blatant, and yet Carmen also did not adhere to her goals
of interrupting student behavior and creating a safe and productive classroom
environment. More specifically, she did not hold these students to the guidelines for the
class. This issue will be discussed more in Strand Three. Similarly, Carmen did not
interrupt students when they were having side conversations. This happened more in the
first observation than the second, but it was observed that on a few separate occasions
students were having conversations amongst themselves while another activity was
happening, and Carmen did not respond to these students.
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Second, in the second observation. Carmen did not ask the class for input on the
guidelines for the course and instead put out her expectations regarding how the class
environment will be. This ran counter to her commitment to not imposing her values or
beliefs on students and instead encouraging them to have their own experience.

“Elements of Practice that Were Not Perceived By the Participant “
Carmen did not mention in interview one that she struggled getting papers back to
students on time but this was overheard at the beginning of observation one when a
student was voicing some frustration about it. Second. Carmen did not mention that she
engages with students in both Spanish and English and yet it was observed that this had a
positive effect in the classroom when she was chatting with students on breaks and
outside of class time. And finally. Carmen demonstrated a commitment to caring and
thoughtful work in her own pedagogy as well as in what she encouraged her students to
be doing. In both observations, she consistently encouraged students to be thoughtful and
gentle in the way they interacted with clients and this was not mentioned in her first
interview.

Strand Three: Second Interv iew Responses
Introduction
This organizing strand of data represents key questions and responses from the
second interview. This interview took place at the conclusion of the observations and
after the observational data had been initially coded (phase two of data analysis as
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described in Chapter Three). These second interviews were used to highlight any areas of
the observations that appeared out of sync with the participant’s perceptions or that were
significant moments in the class. The purpose of the interview was to have the participant
help the researcher make meaning of particular incidents via questions and discussing
observational excerpts. Secondarily, these interviews were used to raise any remaining
questions from the first interview, although this was not necessary for most participants.
Listed below are the most salient questions and excerpts for each participant and their
responses.

All second interviews began with the questions of “what went well?” and “what
would you change?” so participants could enter the interview at their own pace, and then
progressed to more specific questions regarding the observations. A principal value of
this interview was that it revealed whether or not participants were aware of the gaps in
their practice and if so, the extent to which they were able to reflect upon the gap. Given
this study’s focus on consciousness of one’s power, a determination of whether
participants could reflect on their use of power was very important. A summary of the
process and content of these interviews is included at the end of this strand and the
questions and excerpts for each interview are included in Appendix H. In general,
participants responded with varying degrees of awareness and receptivity to the questions
and excerpts presented in the interview.
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Ann
Four key aspects from the observations were addressed in the second interview
with Ann. The first combined issues of pedagogy and knowledge construction. It was
observed that much of the conversation and knowledge construction in the classroom
went from students to Ann when responding to general questions, or from students
through Ann when students were responding to each other. Ann’s centrality in this
process contradicted her desire to have students engage with each other and be
empowered in their education. When asked about it, Ann responded, ‘'One thing I know I
do, and I struggle with it, is that my impulse is to respond to every comment that is made
in the classroom. And I think that’s (a) problem. So, I try to check that, but I know I have
a lot of trouble,” doing that. Ann was also the more central figure between she and her co¬
teacher and when asked about this she noted that she and her co-teacher had decided in
advance who would take the lead on particular topics or classes but that, “all bureaucratic
administrative issues are ones that tended to,” involve her. She also said, “I have a lot of
trouble co-teaching (laughs) because I have a lot of trouble giving up the control to
somebody else.” During the last observation one student was noted as saying she wanted
more structure and lecture. Ann responded tongue-in-cheek by saying that she, “does not
believe in knowledge as the delivery of information.” In the interview she shared that, “I
want them to come away feeling like they've gotten things from us. So (the student's
feedback) made me think that maybe we should have done a bit more straight-forward
delivery of information (because) our tendency was to intersperse. So, I’m really mixed
on that one...in general, I don’t believe in (lecturing).” It was shared with Ann that even
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though she was interspersing ideas instead of lecturing, the frequency of her interspersed
comments effectively kept the focus on her anyway and she said, “That’s very interesting.
That is definitely something I will think about.”

Second, it was observed that Ann made efforts to get students sitting in a circle or
to get students who were presenting to come to the front of the class, and yet she always
positioned herself at the “front” of the room with her co-teacher. When asked about it,
Ann said, “we physically should have had the presenters go in front. We physically
should have put ourselves out of the limelight so that people weren’t looking at us. And it
was just such a struggle to get everybody in their seats, that we got lazy about that. I mean
it sounds sort of dim-witted, but I absolutely do think about position (in the classroom. If
they had to turn around to look at me (laughing) then they wouldn’t look at me.”

Third, it was observed that only a third of the class regularly participated. Ann
noted that, “except when we absolutely orchestrated it, there wasn’t as broad of
participation as I think we should have (had)....That’s why I value the (student)
presentations, even though it causes havoc with the syllabus, because it gets (out there)
voices of people who don’t usually speak.” Overall, Ann said the class was “too
chaotic...we were feeling like we were losing control and losing the thread of how to
manage it” with all of the student presentations and guest speakers. She suggested that
she could have, “done more small group work...more creating moments where everybody
shares...and more manipulation of the group...to get more voices into the mix.” She also
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said that doing, “more outside of class things such as a movie and food” or in class things
such as, “frequent journals or response papers” would have allowed for more student
connections and probably a broader base of participation. She also mentioned that she
struggles with the balance between giving content to students while making space for
people to have their own process and direct their own learning because, “I do have
knowledge, information, and expertise (that) I ...need to give to students...but I don’t
value that as much as getting them to engage with each other and to develop their own
critical skills.”

And finally, it was noted that Ann rarely indicated her opinion through body
language or comments when students were sharing. “In general I try really hard with the
reproductive rights stuff to not have my judgement color everybody’s thinking. ...I feel
like it’s really important for me to try and keep neutral.” Instances where students shared
controversial thoughts were met in all observations with a steady demeanor and an
encouragement for students to be honest while also thinking critically and reflectively. A
student asked in one class why any woman would stay with abusive partner and Ann
responded respectfully and with some points to consider but did not indicate any other
reaction through her tone or body language. “I think a lot of my job as a teacher is to try
and open a space for people to feel like they could say something,” challenging or
uncomfortable and to “protect everybody’s” opportunity to share.
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Beth
The central issue discussed in Beth’s second interview was student participation
versus faculty voice and its connection to empowerment in her teaching. “In the lecture
hall I’m definitely ‘on’. It’s kind of like, ‘show time’. And it’s a whole different theme of
working the crowd and trying to keep them interactive...And part of what I hope they
come out of 104 with is a sense that yeah there’s all this stuff out there and there’s a lot to
learn about the different cultures and how they work and there are problems but you can
make a difference. You as an individual can participate and can take an action. ...So
there’s more empowerment going on in 104 than there is in the seminar.” It was observed
that there was very little student engagement in the large lecture class while more
discussion ensued in the smaller, distance learning course where students were engaged
and talking to Beth and to each other. In the large lecture, however, Beth’s voice was
central. A portion of the second interview is provided below to clarify Beth’s thoughts
about student participation in the large lecture.

Researcher: There were a number of points in the Anthro class where you would ask them
if you were going too fast. In fact, you did that a couple of times. And I thought
‘there’s a history here that I don’t know about’ and I was wondering if you would
talk about that.
Beth: Yeah it’s a regular complaint on student evaluations that sometimes I go too fast.
So I try to slow it down or occasionally ask if they need something repeated so
that they don’t miss things.
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Researcher: And do they respond?
Beth: Sometimes they will. Some classes are better than others. This class didn’t
particularly respond...So I think sometimes I end up talking faster because I feel
like I’ve got to get it all in there. Whereas in the Spring, it’s more relaxed...I feel
more slowed down. ... Fall is almost at least 75% incoming Freshman who have
not been in a University class before.
Researcher: Can you share with me when and how you think students enter into the
conversation in the 104 class?
Beth: Mostly in their discussion sections with the TAs. And those are organized. The TAs
and I meet once a week for an hour and discuss what’s going to happen this week,
what kind of quiz questions are we going to ask to focus the discussion and the
kinds of things we’re going to do in discussion. So a lot of it comes there. Not
much actually happens in the lecture halls although that can change-, different
semesters there’s more. This semester there was very little in the lecture hall.
Other semesters there’s been a lot more in the lecture hall. It depends on the
student body, who comes in and who’s comfortable raising their hand in front of
200 people.

Researcher: Do you notice yourself inviting them in more and giving that some wait time
or not?
Beth: I do it on a regular basis throughout the semester. Here and there I’ll just try and get
them more involved. Some issues more than others. And sometimes you’ll get
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more involvement than others, depending upon whether they’re interested in the
issue.
Researcher: Did you do any discussion like activities in the 104 class that I might have
missed?
Beth: No.
Researcher: No.
Beth: Not within the lecture halls.
Researcher: Could you say more about why you deferred thoughts to discussion and
didn’t take questions or comments from the class in the lecture?
Beth: Urn...I don’t know (laughs). Usually if someone raises their hand and responds then
I’ll take them. It may just have been that that class wasn’t being responsive this
semester so I didn’t pause very long waiting for it.... This just happened to be a
class that I don’t think anybody hardly (said anything). I think a couple of times
the whole semester (someone) actually (spoke up) and I usually attribute that (to
the fact that) most students aren’t comfortable talking in front of that large of a
group and would rather take it to the small discussion. So, maybe at that point
there just was no pattern so I didn’t pursue it... (and) I didn’t pause real long for
it...(Also, part of my goal) is to just leave them questions to think about rather
than answer it all for them. Because my feeling in anthropology and research in
anthropology is that you end up with more questions than answers. 1 want them to
leave thinking. I’m teaching them to think. And so asking them questions that I
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don’t answer lends to their discussion (and) it also just leaves it in their hands to
think about it.”

Charles
Charles was the only participant who was observed teaching two sections of the
same class. This allowed for an observation of how factors other than variation in content
affected his power use. The first observational point raised in the second interview was
the difference in Charles’ interactions with students and the class as a whole between the
first and second sections. It was observed that his energy was consistently higher, he took
more time to engage with students, and he took more time explaining the material in the
second class than he did in the first. In the 1:00 class, he took time to go over a writing
“Style Sheet” he handed out whereas he did not do that in the 11:00 class. For Charles the
two courses were, “like day and night. The 11:00, in terms of the classroom experience,
was a disaster. The 1:00 was a lot of fun and I think very productive....I really enjoyed the
1:00 and looked forward to going to it - it was challenging and exciting. The 11:00...by
the end of the semester, I was dreading going to it. I didn't know what to do. Everything I
tried was just sort of falling flat.” Charles was asked what he would change and he said
he would use a different text book and use more small group work in the 11:00. He said
his approach of raising questions and then discussing them did not work with the morning
class because, “there was a kind of passive-aggressive refusal there....It was really bad all
semester...just dead weight in the room.” Charles said that about 50% of his students were
not ready to be in college because they are not willing or interested in really doing the
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work, “so it never becomes fun for them. It’s always just a chore and a game and kind of
boring.” In response Charles says he tried, “to teach them how to read...(but) the 11:00
class never caught on that reading was an active and analytic process and requires note¬
taking, multiple reads, and brainstorming...” Throughout this interview Charles indicated
that he had tried to get the students in the morning class involved and yet they simply
were not interested nor committed to the work and therefore the class did not go well.

The second observational point discussed with Charles was the physical
orientation of the room. For both the 11:00 and the 1:00 classes it was observed that the
faculty (all women) who taught before and after each of Charles’ sections put the chairs
in a circle while both of his classes rearranged them into rows. When asked about this he
said that he, “...did several times arrange the class in a circle. Most of the time it was just
too big. You couldn’t do it without it being very awkward with students kind of stacked
up behind each other with chairs and stuff, the lines were better. But whenever I can get
...them in a comfortable circle I do, because I just think it helps.... I like it when a class
gets small enough, when I can chase away enough of the dead wood, that we can sit
facing each other in some sort of quasi-circular arrangement. And I’ve occasionally done
sort of “fish bowl” type of arrangements of the room where you’ve got people talking to
each other and then people observing who can then volunteer to join the “fish bowl” if
they want to take responsibility. ”
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A third point raised in interview two involved the types of examples Charles used
in his teaching. In interview one Charles shared that a few years ago a colleague had
expressed concerns around his propriety in the workplace and even insinuated he was
sexual harassing her. He clearly stated that the allegations were ungrounded and
expressed his frustration that the colleague, while never expressing her concerns to him,
closed the door to any type of communication by taking it to administrative channels.
This action brought the issue into the public eye and Charles has felt the repercussions of
that since, even though he is clear that his conversations with his colleague had no sexual
undertones. Knowing this background, it was observed that Charles used some examples
in his teaching that were sexual in nature. For example, in observation five and then
again in six, the concept of Aristotelian happiness was being discussed and Charles asks
if “24-hours a day orgasms” fits with this theoretical notion or not. This was met with
silence in the classroom. A few minutes later he used an example of a machine that could
produce pleasure and give multiple orgasms in again trying to get students to understand
how Aristotle was framing the idea of happiness.

When asked about this he said that student writing gave him the sense, “...that
these ideas were bloodless to them. That they didn't get...what Aristotle was saying and
what he was not saying...or how the Aristotelean idea of happiness differs from the
ordinary “warm, fuzzy” sense of the word. And so I suppose to a certain extent the choice
of sexual content was out of frustration and out of a desire to graphically bring home to
them what this was and wasn’t about. In other words...most of my students are...not
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passionate about their work and...they don’t see it as having any relationship to reality and
to what really matters to them - which is beer and sex and whatever else is really going on
in their lives. These are young adults (and) late adolescents in transition. ...And so it
might have been ill considered on my part, it wasn’t planned, but I think it was, as much
as anything, out of a kind of frustration. I wanted to talk about something they would
hear. And, again, throughout the course there was for me a kind of growing frustration
with this class that I couldn’t find a way to get to them. I couldn’t find a way to get them
to hear that this stuff was interesting and fun and about something real and so forth. And
so ...I was trying to make a distinction ...and the starkest thing I could think of to contrast
‘feeling’ with ‘being’ was...the sexual feeling and the intensity of it, the immediacy of it,
the fact that everybody likes it...I was trying to wake them up. I doubt if it worked. And,
as I say, it was probably ill considered.

“And... I guess the other thing is that I used to talk about those sort of issues more
than I do. I tend to be leery of it since having sexual harassment charges filed against me
by a faculty member and so forth. I really don’t need the dean to hear from my students
that I’m talking about sex. But on the other hand, these are adults. The sexuality is
relevant - we’re talking about what matters in human life, what people live for, what’s
worth living for and so forth. So I feel that one ought to be able to talk about it. One
almost needs to be able to talk about it. And I suppose part of the vehemence with which I
said it came out of a certain sense of defiance that it probably first crossed my mind to
say, I’m reconstructing here, I don’t know if this really happened in this sequence, but it
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probably first crossed my mind to use such an example, then I probably hesitated because,
‘oh we don’t want to be improper’. And then I probably (thought that)...it’s right to talk
about reality. There’s no other way that this particular group of students, I think, was
going to acknowledge that this course was about something that mattered to them.”

A fourth point raised in Charles’ second interview was about knowledge
construction in the class and the level of student participation. It was observed that
roughly three-quarters of the air time in the class was taken by Charles. He rarely lectured
in the traditional sense and so much of this air time manifested in his commenting on
student points and explaining points from the reading. “I would say that sort of 75% of air
time is probably a pretty fair representation of how it often happens. And it happens, and
I’m not entirely proud of it, it happens for two reasons: one, because I like listening to
myself talk. It’s an occupational hazard (laughs a little) and I know this stuff and they
don’t (laughs). The other reason it happens is that students don’t respond to the
opportunities I give them to be more involved. And I keep trying new ways because I
understand in theory that ...learning will be more effective if I have less air time,... and
sometimes I succeed better than others at passing the baton.” When asked if he saw that
students posed their comments or questions to or through him, thus placing the locus of
knowledge construction with him he said, “Yeah I did see it and I wish I did that less. I
guess what happens on the spot, you know it’s all very well in theory for me to let the
dialogue develop, on the spot what often happens is that I feel that if I can affirm the
value of what’s been said, possibly restate it in slightly more sophisticated ways, the
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students will come to understand and grow in their ability to articulate these ideas. I think
that may just be conceit on my part. It may not be true. That’s the way I feel on the spot
which is why it’s often so hard for me just to nod and let the next speaker pick it up.
...But, yeah as I say, I wish I did that less. I think that is in some sense a misuse of my
role. But...I am more articulate than they are (chuckles) and I understand these things
better and I get excited when somebody says something interesting....It would probably be
better educationally if I were more patient. And I think I’ve become more patient over the
years. I’m a little bit less prone to micro-manage the dialogue.”

Finally, regarding the pedagogical structure of his teaching, Charles said, “I used
to use notes. I used to write out lectures or write out outlines and so forth...and what I
found was that it made it harder for me to allow myself to be distracted by interesting
ideas the students might have. Having it all typed out like that made me think I had to get
through it in 50 minutes and so then I would, at any cost. ...And abandoning that anal
habit of planning everything out in advance has helped me, though it may not seem like it
to use even less air time than I would otherwise. Very occasionally...! do mini lectures.
And I try never to let them last more than about 15 or 20 minutes...unless I’m interrupted,
and that’s okay. As long as the energy is student generated, it can go on as long as it
needs to.” Charles also said that approximately every other week he had some kind of
small group session in each class, ‘'where the students would be doing peer editing of
already developed drafts of their papers or where there would be presenting and
discussing their work, their written work.”
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Shelley
Two central issues came out of the second interview with Shelley. The first
addressed the issue of knowledge construction and the level of student involvement in
that process. It was observed that when students asked questions or responded to
questions they consistently looked at and spoke to Shelley. One student did not follow
this pattern, while all other students did. When asked about student participation and
knowledge construction in the class Shelley said she, “was disappointed in the depth and
texture of the class as it was happening. There were a few discussions where we really
started to get somewhere,” but for the most part, she felt the class was unresponsive. She
also said that the small size of the class, only about 10 students, made it hard to get
students involved in small group discussions and generate their own ideas or build off of
each others’ ideas. She said that, “part of what small groups do is (they) facilitate people
speaking to each other (and) you get groups that come up with different things and that
helps them turn away from me and into each other.” When asked if she noticed that
students consistently talked to or through her to other students she said, “I probably
couldn’t name it as that but when I was saying earlier this class wasn’t enough (and that)
the dynamic of what happened in the classroom was dissatisfying to me, that’s probably
what it was. It’s like bread that didn’t rise. And another way of saying that is that people
were always talking to me.”

The second main theme from Shelley’s second interview involved her learning
objectives. When asked about this she responded, “I think one of my goals with this class.
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and with every class, is for people to come out of it thinking African societies are logical
and the logic is different from the logic of (our) society but it really makes sense....My
goal is for people to get that there are more than one logical way to look at the world and
to evaluate the results. With this particular class I would really like to get people to see
Africa in the present and (to see how) what appear to be intractable problems, like the
collapse of the state in Zaire or the failure of economic development,” came to be, “and
what kinds of things are going to have to change for it to change?” Shelley said she gets
students to think about this by posing questions that do not have easy answers. At one
point she had a conversation with a student outside of class who said, “I wish you would
just tell us things instead of asking us to figure them out for ourselves.” Shelley
responded by saying that is not how she teaches and would not want that for the students
in her classes and, “that it’s really important to me to not be telling you what I think.”

Later in the interview, however, Shelley shared that “I genuinely don’t have
something that I expect from people. So it's not like I’m impatient to get my answer. And
maybe I’m just comfortable with silence. But I think it’s that I ask (hard) questions that I
don’t have a planned answer that I want to get. I never know what I want to hear. That’s
sort of overstating it. There’s a direction that I want something to go,” but she said she is
not looking for a specific answer. It was observed, however, that in a class where Shelley
was trying to get them to think critically about the problem of looking at Africa through a
victim-lens, she did have a particular place where she wanted them to be and a particular
type of conversation she wanted them to be having. Students were not following Shelley
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and she approached the topic in a few different ways to get them to see what she was
talking about. In interview two she shared that next time she would do an activity to get
students to discuss the “victim-lens” issue because that would, “be a better way to get to
what I want them to see. I read in people’s papers too much of Shelley. People were
saying exactly what I said which means they’re not learning at the kind of level that I
want them to learn.” She added that she does not take people to where she wants directly,
but poses questions and lays out a more indirect route to her goal so that students can try
and get to it on their own.

Ed
No observational excerpts were presented to Ed in the second interview because
there were no observational incidents that lent themselves to such focused discussion.
Ed’s second interview focused on more general questions born out of the observations.

When asked how he thought the two classes went and what he might do
differently, Ed said he, “...felt compelled to get through all of (the material) and the
default position was to lecture as opposed to figuring out ways to get them more actively
involved in it.” Ed said he did some small group work but if he taught the class agin he
would be sure to do more to get students involved. When asked why he thought students
in the world geography course were not responding as much to his open-ended questions
he offered that sometimes students do not feel that those issues are immediately relevant
and so they are not as inclined to engage. Or, he said, people get consumed by student life
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and lose touch with the things that matter in the larger world. He then added, “I usually
don’t force people to participate. It’s up to them whether they want to or not. And I try to
be encouraging and try to figure out ways to get them involved.” He also mentioned that
some students just weren’t prepared and that it is not his style to use the, “law school
model of calling people randomly to account for the reading that they were supposed to
have done.”

Ed was also asked whether he noticed that even though he did use different
pedagogical techniques to de-center the class, most student comments went to or through
him. “That’s something I continue to struggle with. Yeah, I’m aware that that happens
and sometimes I try to redirect things or get them more engaged with one another.” He
mentioned example in the world geography class where he tried to do that and it seemed
somewhat effective to him because, “once they opened up, there was a lot of
communicating back and forth. (But) on the other hand, most of it was sort of directed to
me.” Ed also encouraged students to bring their life experiences into class by sharing
examples from his life because, ““it’s a way of suggesting to them that their own stories
and histories are relevant to understanding new things.”

Ed was asked about his choice to use music as an interlude in the world geography
class. He said, “In part, it’s a pedagogical device for a variety of different purposes. One,
is that it’s almost an hour and a half (class) and I know people can’t concentrate for that
full amount of time, so it’s intended partly to force me to not just talk for an hour and a
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half. Two, it’s intended to be kind of an artificial break. And third, the stuff I picked out
all had to do with the ways people understand the world in a larger context, which was a
part of my mission in that course. ...It also helps reinforce the notion that there are artistic
and cultural expressions of social science issues and questions.”

Ed was also asked about his not saying a student was “wrong” and he shared that,
“occasionally I do utter those words or words to the same effect. But I’m extremely
reluctant to ever tell a student that she’s wrong, even if she is. I’d much rather correct her
than say she’s ‘wrong’. And it has to do with respect, with being concerned about egos
and self-esteem, and I think there are gentler and more effective ways of helping people to
get it right. ...And I guess to state it a little more strongly, I’ve always thought that was an
abuse of power.”

And finally, Ed was asked about the physical set up of the two rooms and he said
that he liked the room that the world geography class was in but, “given the (small) size
of the class, it probably would have been more constructive to have been more mindful of
how the room was arranged...and maybe figure out ways to make sure that everybody’s
farther toward the front than they were...(and) maybe think about arranging the chairs in a
slightly different way than in rows.” He also mentioned how he made a point to open the
blinds and allow for more natural light to come into the room because it woke people up.
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Martha
There were four main observational issues that were discussed with Martha in
interview two. The first addressed the gender dynamics in the class and her role relative
to them. In interview one, Martha suggested that she might have a tendency to “play to
the guys” because there was, “a certain type of brash, young man” that she found
endearing and therefore gave a little more space and time to in class. This formed part of
the observational frame for Martha’s classes and it was observed, as presented in Strand
Two, that more space was taken up by the men in her classes. This dynamic was not out
of line with overall trends in education and therefore was not deemed unique relative to
Martha’s use of power in the classroom. However, the persistence of this issue in
Martha’s teaching even though she was aware of it and the impact this had on gendered
knowledge construction did stand out as issue in the observation. When the information
in Strand Two as well as the issue of who, therefore, produces most of the knowledge in
her classes was presented to Martha she responded with interest.

Researcher: One of the other issues you mentioned in the first interview was potential
gender dynamics and you said it would be interesting to see. So, I think in two
specific observations I did tallies.
Martha: I think men talk way more than women. Way more than women.
Researcher: Yes, and I was wondering if you could talk about gender dynamics in terms
of levels of participation, types of questions asked, and your relationships with
students.
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Martha: I tell ya, I don’t pay attention to it. And that’s probably why it happens that way.
And there always are a couple women who will talk...it’s not as if it’s just men
that are talking. But I think that’s another weakness in my teaching -1 don’t pay
attention to the gender dynamic and I also think these young guys are really cute.
And I’ve talked to some people who say women can’t talk in larger groups, and
that is one function of the small groups, (so) they can talk in those groups. But I
really just don’t pay attention to it. What would you say the percent was? It’s
probably like 8:1? Huge?
Researcher: Yes, around there. Except when you put them in small groups and then there
was more participation.

It was then explained to Martha that participation, air time, and knowledge
construction were specifics observed in terms of gender in her class. The results of these
were shared with Martha, with an emphasis on the issue of knowledge construction and
the fact that men were mostly the one talking and generating ideas “ in relationship to the
class and in relationship to you.”

Martha: That’s really interesting.
Researcher: Yes. While the women were asking and posing questions to you, the men
were constructing knowledge with you.
Martha: Isn’t that interesting. Do I play to that in any way? Did you notice?
Researcher: What I observed is that those moments often happened when you were in a

243

facilitator mode instead of an instructional mode. And so you would merely
facilitate the conversation. You’d engage back with the “question” questions,
you’d work back with the “construction” questions; but the construction questions
were often also answered by other men in the course.
Martha: I’m glad you (looked at this issue) I actually never thought about the knowledge
construction too and that’s really, really interesting.
Researcher: The last piece that interests me is that your feminist awareness is so clear that
I was also wondering what about the class dynamic doesn’t allow the women in
the class, or maybe it’s just developmental, college student development stuff,
doesn’t allow them to plug into you or make them think that they can. Because it’s
not that you’re not accessible.
Martha: I was thinking about things that you could have alerted me to, (and) I realized
that...I do quite a lot of self-disclosure and to some degree self-denigration to sort
of open up a space for access. Like, “I'm not so smart, I’m not so omnipotent, so I
make lots of mistakes, so there’s lots of room for you to do that too”. So, I know I
do that very deliberately. So you’re right, but it doesn't open up space for women.
It opens up space for young men. Yeah, that’s very interesting.

In conclusion to this point Martha said, “You know, I think I have to just think a
lot more about what makes space for women. And I think, since everything is so snap,
snap, in my classroom, you basically go on what you’re most comfortable with. And, like
many women in this culture, I kind of play to men.”
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Second it was observed that Martha often moved into facilitation mode when
student conversation picked up and I asked her if that was a conscious or unconscious
move on her part. “It’s not completely conscious. I mean it’s not something that
somebody ever told me, but now that you say it, I know that if you’re not standing right in
the center of the room, you don’t have as much authority. So I never thought of it as
opening up facilitation space, but now that you say it, I know that’s what I’m doing.... So
I guess I do know that, but ...I don’t think I even knew I did that until you,” told me.
Martha was asked if she was aware of how she used body language in the process of
being more of a facilitator and she said, “I think I somewhat deliberately use body
language. One thing I’m really interested in doing is not making me less authoritative, but
making me less of an authority. So, there’s a bunch of things I try to do to. And I think to
some degree the struggle with the overhead is a little bit-, I mean I really can't make the
overhead work and I do think it’s sort of anti-feminist that I’m such a ditz, but it’s also
something that I think they can think ‘she’s sort of cute about this’. So that’s another way
to ... not be totally competent. Even though I really can't make the overhead work.”

A third area that came up was content mastery and when asked about how she
thought her mastery impacted her teaching, Martha said. “I mean I think I'm pretty up
front about saying when I don’t know things. And (when I don not know) I’ll say ‘I really
can’t answer this. Can any body else answer this?’. So I try to not fake things. Maybe to a
fault because usually I actually know a little bit more about the things than I’m
pretending. ...I think the other side of that is being a woman, and (that) you have to claim
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authority. I mean I do know what I’m talking about and I’m not going to show off about it
or pound people over the head with it, but I’m going to demand respect for what I do
know. I don t want to be respected for where I am in the bureaucracy. I do want to be
respected because I know some things. And I want to win the respect and not get it
automatically.”

Fourth, Martha was asked about her overall impression of student participation
and its connection to power issues in the class. “I think I’m actually terrible at getting
people to participate who don’t want to participate. In fact I don’t even really try. I don’t
put any effort into that. So I'd say maybe 30-40% of the class, maybe not even that
much,” participated. “So I loved the discussion! I thought the discussion was really
interesting...I think the quality of discussion was excellent.... (In terms of) the number of
people participating - I’m just not very good at making that happen. On the other hand, I
don’t feel like people should have to participate if they don’t want to. And that’s one
reason why I like to have them break into little groups because then people do talk and so
they aren’t just being silent. And...it’s sort of a constant problem that I’m not good at
drawing people out who speak reluctantly. I'm probably not going to change it. I think it
would be better if everybody spoke but, knowing how I teach. I’m probably not going to
be successful in doing that.”

And finally, when asked if there was anything she would do differently she
responded, “I would have passed out a mid-semester evaluation, which I completely
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forgot.... I could say I would have learned to use the overhead better (laughs) but I know
that’s not going to happen. I would try to be slightly more on time for class but that’s
probably not going to happen either... The one thing I think I’ll try to think through more
clearly next time is the projects I had them do - ...I’d like to think more clearly next time
about why am I having them do these projects and what exactly do I want from them.”
She also mentioned that she did not learn everyone’s names and that she would make
more of an effort to do that next time.

Terri
One issue discussed with Terri in the second interview addressed when and why
she chooses to use her power to respond to students in the classroom. An example
discussed in this interview was a student presentation on Jewish oppression where the
student clearly had not done enough work for her presentation. It was observed that Terri
responded to her in a manner consistent with her commitment to helping students engage
in the learning process. First she listened attentively to the presentation without much
interruption (she added a couple of very quick statistical comments when the student
seemed confused). Then she asked a few clarifying questions of the student. And when
the student was finished, Terri briefly took the floor and gave some additional
information about the oppression of Jews over the last 4,000 years. When asked what she
was thinking while responding to the student, Terri said, “It (is) an issue that happens to
me probably every five minutes in that Oppression class (laughs)... I get, triggered I guess
is the right word, (or) frustrated by the level of complexity and level of understanding that
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isn’t there. I mean she spent an entire semester doing that research. And I directed her to
some very specific resources and she found some other ones that were pretty good. And
over the years that I have been teaching the class, I’ve been sort of moderating my
expectations...about the depth that...they’re going to get from the research that they do.
And my expectations have actually gotten lower as time has passed.”

“And so, what happens to me when an interaction like this one takes place, and
what happened to me that day, if I’m remembering it accurately, is that I was feeling like,
‘oh my God, she doesn’t have a clue. She doesn’t really understand the big picture of
Jewish oppression at all.’ So, it’s like there were all these pitches coming at me and I had
to figure out which ones to swing at and where to go with it. And one of my principles is:
be supportive of what she did do. Give her some credit for what she did do, and then find
some ways to help her expand what she did to a deeper level of understanding. However,
the reality of the class is that we get four 7-hour blocks and so I’ve got to figure out what
matters the most. (And) so I’m trying to decide...which comment do I swing at? How
deeply do I go?... And then how do I do it in a way that doesn't make her feel stupid or
put down? So, all those questions are in my head. And I am really aware every time I
teach that class (that) there are maybe 300 teachable moments and I get to pick four or
five of them.”

When asked what internal issues inform when Terri chooses to swing at which
pitch she said, “Well, I definitely choose to swing at a pitch when the information that's

248

being given is inaccurate, when it demonstrates the oppression instead of demonstrating
an understanding of the liberation from it. I’ll go for those things as much as I possibly
can and either make corrections and ask questions that will help clarify or whatever. And
then in a situation where there are so many different places that you could go, I don’t
know what I go on. I kind of go on instinct - what was the last thing said, or what was the
thing that caused most people to react in the group or those kinds of things. The ideal
situation for me would be that other people would have reactions and begin to talk to her
about it. And when that doesn’t happen, which it often doesn’t, I feel like I need to be the
one making an intervention. I can’t let it go. I can’t not make an intervention.”

A second point addressed in this interview was how the structure of the program
affected Terri’s teaching and her power in the classroom. It was shared with Terri there
were moments when she seemed to be at odds with herself around whether to let a
discussion continue or whether to move on to the next item on the agenda. When asked
about this she said, “more than ‘moments'. That’s a fairly constant tension for me...I’d
much rather meet them twice a month for a full day. In terms of teaching the material. I’d
rather work every weekend and see them twice a month for a full day eight times. Eight
full days instead if four full days. And I wouldn’t change the content. I would use the
same content. No more content than we’re currently doing but spend twice as much time
on it.”
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A third point brought up from the observations was that Terri often had
information up on the board or on newsprint but then would give directions verbally and
sometimes students did not completely understand what they were to be doing. When
asked about this, Terri said, “Oh that’s interesting isn’t it? You mean like, ‘get in small
groups and talk about the following two questions’?...Do you know which class this is in
relation to?” When I shared that it was observed in all three classes she seemed surprised
and said, “I thought in the Critical Thinking class and the Group Techniques class I had
tasks listed on newsprint, I know I have the newsprint with the task lists on them. Did I
not put them up or did I not point to them?” When I shared that I do not have a record of
seeing them, she stated, “well, obviously from my response to this it’s not something that
I was conscious of doing.” She then explained the different newsprint sheets she has
prepared for the various activities and that sometimes she changes the questions or flow
of the activity based on time restrictions or the needs of the group and that she might not
have newsprint made for those variations.

A final theme from the second interview with Terri was how she deflected student
focus on her and encouraged students to share with each other. It was observed that she
stated this outright in the observations and in the Oppression class she even physically
leaned out of the circle and told students outright to talk to each other instead of to her all
of the time. She said students had a hard time with that because they so often doubt their
own thoughts and ability to articulate them. She said that it also is a reflection of their
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need to be affirmed by power instead of other students and she tries to undermine that by
helping them see the power that students have as well.

Ronald
A number of areas from the observations were discussed with Ronald the first of
which addressed how he helps students navigate the contradictions they are faced with in
his classes. He said that students have, “...reflex responses to issues which (they) are
conditioned to. And what I then try to do is give them information to think about. So I
don’t start off (the) Martin and Malcolm (class) with Martin and Malcolm. I start off with
what was the South like out of which the movement came The movement didn’t just
jump out...What kind of obstacles, what kind of pressures were people under? What kinds
of challenges? What kind of courage did it take to confront a system of oppression? So
they read Uncle Tom’s Children first. And then they read Martin and they read all about
Rosa Parks and Montgomery and subsequently Martin’s own travails and his own
evolution... And once they can understand the conditions, they can understand where
Malcolm comes from. Malcolm didn’t just drop out of the sky...So that once students can
understand the logic of political development, it’s not mystical or dismissed as
cookarama. (laughs) Then they can understand things better.” When asked what he thinks
students leave with as a result of how he teaches and how he challenges students he said,
“I think they all leave with gems of wisdom to take away. And...one of the things we got
into over and over again is the role of the press (and) the CIA and the FBI pretending to
the press and (the) collaboration by network news with intelligence agencies. So, they
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begin to understand that you just can’t uncritically absorb news. You must think for
yourself about news and be a tad more skeptical about what is the real agenda behind
what we’re being told. So I think they were able to connect with some of that.” Ultimately
he says he wants students to leave with, “some degree of wanting to do something. ...In
the absence of a Movement, the best I can do is to try and influence the space that one
occupies. So I try to arm students intellectually and then hope that when a political
challenge does come, they can handle it well.”

A second point discussed is the openness with which Ronald expressed his
personal views to the class. It was observed that he did not hold back on his criticisms of
both major political parties as well as a number of government agencies. “Well
sometimes the material can take you quite away (laughs!) And you can get caught up in it.
But all the students know I have a particular point of view and I’m prepared to debate my
point of view with anybody. But I also try to help them understand the experiences, which
is why I use film. Talking about the Movement is one thing, seeing Eves On the Prize is
another. ...There is no conception in America of American evil. It doesn’t exist. They’re
always rationalizations, excuses, unintentions, mistakes, errors. And somehow we're
exempt from evil. Well, there is evil in America - purposeful, malicious evil. And where
it is, I say, ‘yes, they did it and they meant to do it (laughs!) It wasn't an accident, they
meant to do it!”’ He mentioned contradictions throughout the mainstream view of history
and said, “I simply point out the contradictions.” When asked how the process of naming
these contradictions relates to his power in the classroom, he said, “I don’t think about
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educator (power). I’m trying to help students learn to think and also, hopefully,
communicate the necessity for change. I mean democracy is a yet to be achieved reality in
America. But yet you cannot do positive things, you cannot make corrections unless you
first diagnose the disease. You must first, no matter how uncomfortable it may be, you
must first diagnose the disease before you’re impelled to act upon it.” It is his goal to get
students to act on their new information.

Third, Ronald was asked about the amount of time he spends with students after
class and he said, “What (students) usually do, is they’ll wait until after class (to talk) and
then they’ll come up and venture their opinions or ask the questions that they didn’t want
to ask in front of everybody else. And so the dialogue goes on, it just goes on in another
venue....(And) usually they don’t leave (laughs!). They don’t leave. They continue to sit
and I’ll say, ‘Okay what is it?’ And then they’ll come to office hours or they'll attach
notes to their papers about all matter of things.” In general he indicated that he sees
students making application of this information to current events in these after class
conversations and he encourages them to continue to think critically and ask questions.

A fourth point discussed in Ronald’s second interview was his style of
presentation in the classroom. He mentioned that he had the habit of looking around as he
was searching for thoughts to share and that sometimes that means he is looking out the
window or over students heads before he shares his thoughts. His soft tone was also
brought up and he said that sometimes he notices it but mostly it is a result of him talking
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and half-musing and so he starts to fade in his volume. He said that at the beginning of
the semester he told students to let him know when he was fading out. I also asked him
about his use of humor and he said he uses it to, “lighten up the heavy load” of the class.
“And humor can be a helpful teaching aid as well,” because it helps to demystify U.S.
politics, government, and history.

And finally, it was observed that almost all of the conversation in the class flowed
to and through Ronald. When asked if he noticed that as well he did not directly answer
this question and did not comment on how or by whom knowledge was constructed in the
class but said, “sometimes...But I tell them that this is like life, you have to make sense of
it. You have thousands of details in everyday life you’re confronted with, you have to
make sense of it. It’s not what I want. What do I want? I want to see you think. So show
me what you know. Show me how you think. Don’t come asking me what it is that I want
on the paper. No. You read the book. You tell me what you think the book says. I give
you an open-ended question and off you go; or don’t go.”

Marcus
Four key observational areas were addressed with Marcus in interview two. The
first dealt with how he interacted with students and his style in the classroom. Throughout
the observations Marcus expressed enthusiasm for what he was teaching through his body
language, tone of voice, and verbal expressions. On two such occasions, both in the
Multicultural Education class, there was some element of conflict between he and the
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students and it appeared to be related to a conflict of styles. The first example was of a
woman in a small group who was sharing a point that was vague and Marcus was pushing
her to be more specific and support her answer. As he did so, he was moving toward her
group and his tone was rising a little. The more he pushed her the more the student shut
down and did not respond. At one point Marcus said, “look at me” while the woman was
trying to answer his questions and then she just completely shut down and did not share
any more. Marcus moved to another group and continued to facilitate a discussion but
there was clearly something that had happened in that interaction that the class was still
focused on. After a few minutes, a woman in another group brought up the interaction
and said he made the other woman feel uncomfortable. Marcus returned to the first
woman and asked, “did I scare you?” to which she replied that he had. He then said he
was trying to talk to the whole class and that is why he was using a louder tone. Marcus
stated to the class that he thinks he can sometimes be overbearing and apologized if he
had scared the student. When asked why he described himself this way he said, “Well, it’s
trying to find a way to be present with these students. And this isn’t a new issue for me.
There are different ways that I have learned to talk to white people. And one way to talk
to white people is to be quiet, is to be soft and to be very, you know, you’ve got to lay it
out in detail so you don’t scare them. But, what that means is that I have to really be very
conscious of my conversational process with them....that doesn’t allow me to be excited
or invested in what I’m doing.... But, given the role and the authority and the maleness
and what not, it doesn’t fit.” He also said, though, that he had occasions over the semester
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to interrupt the behavior of a few students and felt fine about asserting his role in those
moments because it was in the service of the task at hand.

Second, it was observed that there was a clear difference in the overall dynamic
between the two classes and Marcus’s response to it. When asked about this Marcus said,
“Well, it’s the subject matter as well as the students. In the Interpersonal course, the
group was smaller and the content tends to be different enough that I have to think about
the students from a different point of view in terms of looking at relationship issues and
how then do I bring that information and myself to that teaching experience. So when I’m
doing the Interpersonal course, I'm really much more focused on trying to get them to
really look at relationship issues. So I have to talk to folks differently because it really is
about paying attention to your own experience of how you as a person relate to other
people... So the style shifts for me to a certain degree because I’m paying attention to
them, to the classroom and to those students from a slightly different perspective and use
what’s going on in the moment or in the literature or the lecture and connect it to, ‘well,
what does that mean for you?’...When I’m doing the Multicultural Ed course. I’m really
more concerned to a certain degree, about the content. And in terms of communication
style (I’m) really focusing on the content. And in some ways I think I'm probably more
challenging in that context because I’m trying to engage in and have a little more process.
I want people to be critical thinkers. I want them to understand (and) engage (with) the
material.” And one of the things we do at the beginning of the semester is, ‘these are the
groundrules. This is what’s going to happen and these are the rules because we need to
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engage (lost two words).’ And so I try to get them settled for that. But apparently again
some of the feedback that I’ve gotten is that it’s still scary for the kids. There was a lot of
anxiety in the room about me and my style. And again that’s a broader issue. It has to do
with the content. It also has to do with the presence of me as a Black man talking about
issues around race. And I think there was a tremendous amount of anxiety.”

Marcus described the dilemma in the Multicultural Education course as being
about balancing his wanting to engage students in critical, rigorous thinking versus
students perceiving his questioning as an attack and said that he has received feedback
from the class, “that when I asked folks questions, the questions were perceived as an
attack on the students.” He said that he wants students to leave his classes being able to
ask and answer critical thinking questions and apply the ideas of Multicultural Education
to their practice in thoughtful and clear ways, and so he pushes them to think more
deeply. He also acknowledged that, “there might well be another part to it, which has to
do with my style of teaching. And again there are times when I know I can be very intense
and sometimes that intensity can throw students off balance. I can scare them a little bit.
But, I think I was very conscious of not trying to come across as being threatening when I
would ask questions because I would genuinely want to engage people in having them
explain what it was that they were trying to say. And I don’t think I came across as ever
putting people down for the kinds of answers that they gave.” Marcus also said that, “the
dynamic of gender and race and authority were also embedded in that whole perception
piece around my asking kids questions about what they thought and why did they think
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that.” He acknowledged that his presence as a Black man in the classroom was probably
something that intimidated people who were not ready to deal with issues of race and that
he is tries to be conscious of when and where that is playing out.

A third point raised in the second interview was how cultural differences and
diversity issues were discussed in his classes. When asked about this, Marcus shared that
in the Interpersonal class that was, “an interesting piece because there was some reference
to that and we did talk about that in terms of the literature. And I talked about it in class
and I used some examples to get them to talk about how people use their reference group
in terms of structuring both a sense of identity but also that self awareness piece.
Now...that issue becomes more significant when there are more students of color in the
room. If they’re not there, then it’s a hard issue to press on because the context for it isn’t
there....So that doesn’t get played as much. Which is okay with me, because I'm really
trying to get people, especially in the Interpersonal course, to really be grounded in their
own experience.” He said he also saw the issue of diversity get played out in the small
groups of the Multicultural Education course because there were principally two women
of color in the room. He noted a time when an Asian-American woman was being
ignored in a small group and explained how he tried to get the group to notice that and
give her more space in the conversation, but that, “they wouldn't touch it. ...And the flight
around issues of race is very powerful. And folks are not willing to address it.”
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And finally, Marcus was asked about the difference in the physical space between
the two classes and why there was so much of it between he and the students in the
Multicultural Education course. He responded, “I think that was an issue and part of the
way I dealt with that was that I would often times have the students work in small groups.
So I would divide them up into groups and then I would move to the group and I would
sit in on some of the groups while they were talking, or stand near to hear what was going
on. And in part, I was managing the space that way. And one of the things that happened
with the final presentations is that I sat in the back of the class so that the people who
presented had to present to their colleagues through me....The other thing that I tried to do
with this group, which was again difficult, is that they had formed these cliques in the
classroom and so I would shift people from one group to the other in the hopes that they
would engage with each other at a different level. But there was a lot of unconscious
resistance to that because they had gotten comfortable dealing with the folks who were
near them...(so) I did try to manage the space as much as possible...but the space does
make a difference and it does affect the connections with the students and stuff and how
I’m able to move.”

Carmen
Three issues from the observations were discussed with Carmen. The first
addressed when she chose to be a “facilitator” versus when she chose more of a
“teaching” mode. She said the role of facilitator, “describes my role in all of my classes,
because I feel like I am just one person there. And what will happen will evolve out of
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what happens within and amongst the participants in the class. So that’s a very deliberate
choice of words for me. So I may bring more knowledge to the classroom, so part of my
facilitating would be instruction. But other people (also) facilitate by responding, by
asking questions, by participating in role plays, by bringing their own experience. I don’t
feel that it is a one way process (and) I will sort of conduct the interaction.” Carmen said
that she is more of a “teacher” when she needs to present some skill-based content or
when she is giving short lectures on theory.

Second, Carmen was asked about the impact of having so many Puerto Rican
students in the Family Counseling class. “I was so surprised that there were that many. I
have a lot of Puerto Rican students this term in both the Family Counseling and the
Childhood Development class, and one of the things I have really thought about (is that)
I’ve been (in the United States) for twenty years, I consider myself bi-cultural, and yet,
there’s that connection. When I’m with other Puerto Rican people, ...there’s an implicit
understanding that doesn’t happen when you are with people of other cultures...Also the
energy - there’s a certain cultural energy. ...So I am sure that has to do with how I interact
with people. And I haven’t thought about it as power until now, but I know that a lot of
faculty will ask students to get them something like ‘go to the office and get me
something’, and I never do that because I feel like that’s using my power. Why shouldn't
I go to the library and get the video? And sometimes they offer and I,” say no. “And yet,
when there are Puerto Rican students there, I feel totally comfortable asking them to,” do
those kinds of things, “because I know the cultural meaning of that request and how it’s
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interpreted. And when (a Puerto Rican woman) said, ‘I was so proud to see you up
there.’- that to me (is) power. That’s enormous power, you know, that if they can see me
and they can see themselves and they can see that they can get there, that’s just
wonderful.... And with that power I feel an enormous sense of responsibility. It’s like I
have to do the very best job for those students who are Puerto Rican and especially, in
some ways, for those who aren’t. Because I feel at that point I’m breaking stereotypes
(and) that the other Puerto Rican students in the class are breaking stereotypes.”

Carmen also mentioned that her cultural background influenced the overall
climate in her classes. “Well my classes end up being like a conversation and I think a lot
of that is cultural. I’ve had to learn that (in white culture) people go by turns and
everybody talks one at a time and that kind of thing. In my culture, you don’t. People talk
over each other. People interrupt when it makes sense to interrupt. And people keep
going. And that behavior here would be disrespectful or disruptive or whatever. And in
my culture, it isn’t.”

And finally. Carmen volunteered some thoughts about her interactions with
“disruptive” students and in particular the male student in the first observation. In general
she said that instead of putting students on the spot she will, choose examples that have to
do with the issue that a person is being disruptive about. “So it’s not a direct
confrontation...but through the examples I choose to use I’m giving a message that,”
diversity issues, for example, “are important, that they’re valid, that they exist.... And so
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what I’ll do when people make jokes or something like that is I’ll ...take it seriously.” She
also said she uses racial and ethnic identity development theories to gage where people
are at and how best to respond to them.

When she reflected on her interactions with the man from the first observations
she said, “I remember the one student who kept in some ways trying to be funny, (and)
who kept interrupting and kind of making light and fun of the class. And I think that
they’re better ways that I could have handled his interrupting than I did. He’s a male
Puerto Rican and I think that the more I think about it now, I think it’s his way of trying
to connect with me. But, now if I have a student whose calling all of my attention, (I think
about) what it is they need or what is it they’re trying to get and can they get it in a
different way? Can I shift things so that they can get my attention and they don’t have to
interrupt the class in such a way.” She also mentioned that at one point she responded to
him with a joke that was about him and she said that, “could be seen as an abuse of
power. Or seen as a slight. And for me it was giving him the message of‘Cool it. You're
being too funny or too whatever.’ And somehow, unconsciously, I knew that there was a
comfort level between him and I that I could make that joke and he wasn’t going to be
offended by it” because he was Puerto Rican. “But even so, in hindsight I wish I had done
a different thing. Because I don’t feel like making fun of someone is an okay thing. But
he used humor all the time so in a way I was matching his style.”
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Summary of Interview Two Process and Content
These interviews were approximately half as long as the first interviews and
participants seemed eager to discuss their teaching even though they usually happened
right around when grades were due. Most of the participants were very receptive to the
interviews and when gaps in their practice were pointed out they responded with interest
and a willingness to learn more about their practice. On occasion participants seemed to
respond in a slightly defensive manner, but this was not the norm. The questions and
excerpts for the interviews were drawn from the observations and on occasion it was
difficult for participants to recall their reactions or motivations, especially when
discussing the excerpts.

Strand Four; Commonalities in Participant Gaps
Introduction
A cross-sectional analysis was conducted to identify any commonalities across the
perception - practice gaps among participants. Because this study is only addressing
whether a gap between participant perceptions versus practice exists, commonalities
among participant perceptions, commonalities among participant practice, or
commonalities where participant perceptions matched their practice were not considered
in this analysis. The results below only represent commonalities among participants
where their perceptions did not match their practice. The data in this analysis was read
interpretively to accommodate the participant-specific nature of the participant gaps
found and make it possible to develop organizing themes in the data.
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Commonalities
One common issue found among six participants was the location of knowledge
construction. In this study, knowledge production is considered to be the process of
critical inquiry and making meaning of the material and includes students, educators,
content, and processes in the classroom. Specifically, it was found that knowledge
construction was often directed to or through the participants despite their intentions of
student-centered teaching and empowerment. Certainly, this is common and
unproblematic in most classrooms given the leadership role of the educator. However, it
is an important issue for this study because it presents as a gap in participants’
understanding of how they use their power in the classroom. Specific examples that were
included in the overall issue of knowledge construction include the use of air time, the
centrality of one’s physical positioning in the classroom, and the impact of content
mastery of student expectations for educator knowledge production. It was found in a
number of participants that their dominance of air time in the classroom worked at cross¬
purposes to their classroom goals and contradicted their stated perceptions of what they
do to engender student participation and empowerment. Likewise, some participants
mentioned a commitment to getting students engaged in the classroom and yet placed
themselves in such a central position in the classroom that it seemed difficult for students
to find a place to enter. In actuality, knowledge production was an issue for all
participants in this study but only appeared as a perceptions - practice gap for six
participants.
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A second commonality was that six out of ten participants consistently used
humor if various ways in the classroom and they did not mention this or perceive this as
power or a use of their power. For this study, humor is defined as any comment or
interaction in the classroom meant to add levity, provide a break from the “normal” flow
of the class, or make the classroom more accessible. In this analysis it included sarcasm,
self-deprecating comments found in Martha’s observations, physical humor, jokes found
Beth’s observations, dry humor similar to Ronald and Ed’s observations, and laughterinducing comments from the educator similar to those found in Ami or Shelley’s
observations. Again, more than six participants had humor as an issue somewhere in their
practice, but this number indicates only those who used it but did not perceive it as power
in the classroom.

A third area where five participants shared a gap between their perceptions and
practice was in the physical set up of the room. These participants talked about creating
learning environments where students would be encouraged to engage and discuss the
material and yet maintained a “traditional” arrangement such that the educator was the
singular focal point in the room. Some participants were asked about this factor and their
responses can be found in Strand Three.

A fourth area where four participants shared a gap was in terms of their lack of
organization or clarity in their teaching processes. For Shelley this represented the unclear
organizational structure of her classes at times, while for Martha it involved a general
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lateness and disorganization. For Terri this commonality had to do with time management
whereas for Marcus it dealt with the lack of clarity in his responses to student questions.

And finally, three participants demonstrated a gap between their perceptions of
their pedagogy versus their practice. Ann, Beth, and Charles suggested that they use a
range of pedagogical approaches and yet in the observations conducted their pedagogy
had little variation such as the use of small groups, in class activities, or even a different
approach to the facilitation of discussion. Again, there were a limited number of
observations for each participant and yet in the five to seven observations conducted for
each participant in this group, there was a paltry amount of pedagogical variation.

CHAPTER 5
MAKING MEANING OF THE GAPS FOUND

Introduction
A major finding of this study is that every practitioner has a gap in their practice.
The gap between perceptions and practice found with the participants in this study closely
parallels the gap between theory and practice found in the literature. In this study, gaps
between educator perceptions and practice regarding power are considered a place of
interrogation and growth and not a deficiency. The presence of gaps in these participants’
practice is not fodder for judgement or condemnation, as they were a highly skilled group
of educators who continually sought to challenge students, share new information, and
convey their love of teaching and learning. These educators can serve as examples for all
teachers that even when one is an exceptional practitioner, there are areas of classroom
practice related to the use of power that escape one’s investigation. The ongoing
challenge of raising educator consciousness regarding power issues is the focus of my
analysis in this chapter and is the lesson these participants hold out to all teachers.

This study evolved into a complex methodology yielding a complicated set of
data. This was partly the result of utilizing a qualitative design including case study
analysis leading to an abundance of emergent data. It also was the result of the
pervasiveness of educator power in the teaching and learning process. As Kreisberg
(1992) has stated, power is everywhere and is an inescapable part of teaching. The overt
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expressions of power in the classroom, discussed in the Public Sphere, or its
manifestations “behind the scenes”, discussed in the Private Sphere have been researched
and well documented in the literature (Banks, 1991a, 1991b; Shor, 1992; Noel, 2000;
Lee, Menkart, Okazawa-Rey, 1998) and were easier to identify in my field research. The
subtle aspects of power residing in the Intimate Sphere, however, were more difficult to
identify and were the principal sources of added complexity to this study. Trying to
determine if or to what extent one’s style in the classroom, one’s tone of voice, or one’s
social identity were concrete expressions of power use proved to be a challenging task. I
attempted to mitigate the complication of the Intimate Sphere’s subtlety by having
specific interview questions and developing observational frames specific to each
participant. Nevertheless, the less tangible manifestations of power made data
organization and analysis complicated and multi-layered. The pervasiveness of educator
power juxtaposed with the challenge of observing the subtleties of the Intimate Sphere
underscored for me the importance of raising educator power consciousness. The
universality of these two factors also seemed to support the relevance of the questions
explored in this study to all educators.

A third point of consideration for this chapter is the use of the Spheres and Sites
models as lenses for data analysis. I believe that there were other ways to organize the
data from this study, but given that the gap in the literature was illuminated when using
the Spheres model as an organizing frame and further elaborated with the Sites model.
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these two models will serve as the primary analytical perspectives. Thus, they provide a
useful and familiar conceptual framework for the analysis of the data for this study.

Finally, this study examined whether the gap between theory and practice in the
literature also existed in actual classroom practice and looked for that gap in two ways.
First, it asked participants to define what they thought educator power was and describe
where they thought it came from. There was no right or wrong way to respond to these
questions because their purpose was to reveal participants’ “theoretical” understanding of
educator power and identify the point of reference they operate from regarding their own
power. Gaining a sense of how participants understood educator power overall first, shed
light on possible gaps in that generalized understanding of power when compared to the
literature, and second suggested where there might be gaps in participants’ perceptions of
their use of power in the classroom. Obviously, if an aspect of power does not exist in
one’s overall understanding of power, it cannot exist in one’s perceptions of how they use
power in their practice. For example, in interview one, Beth asserted that students have a
minimal role in constructing the power of the educator in the classroom. Study data
revealed that her perceptions of how students engage with and inform power in the
classroom were minimal. Section one of this chapter compares participant responses from
Strand One in Chapter Four to the literature on how educator power is defined and
suggests where gaps in participants’ overall understanding might exist.
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This study also sought to identify a gap in understanding educator power by
comparing participant perceptions of their power use to their actual classroom practice.
This approach yielded a separate observational frame of reference for each participant and
provided a range of data about how different educators perceived their power. This range
of perception raised questions about how gender and race informed educator perceptions
of their power and how they used it. It was interesting to note the extent to which political
activism outside of the academy informed how participants perceived their use of power
in the classroom. It was beyond the scope of this study to fully examine these questions,
but they were noted and certainly are areas to consider more fully in future studies.
Section two addresses the data in Strand Two which compares participant perceptions to
practice. Strand Three which brings forth important aspects of the second interview, and
Strand Four which addresses the cross-gap analysis. This section uses these strands of
data to discuss the factors contributing to each participants1 gap, examine what
contributed to the presence of a gap. and consider ways to minimize that gap. Section
three of this chapter considers how to narrow the gap between educator perceptions and
practice and suggests how a teacher education model rooted in praxis would achieve this
goal.

Section One: The Foundations of Consciousness - How Educators Understand
Educator Power In the Classroom
Participant discussion of what educator power is and where it comes from
revealed a number of important considerations for this study and helped to explain both
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the gap in the literature and the gaps in participants’ practice. Because educator power is
such a broad and encompassing topic, questions for this portion of the study were broken
down into “what participants think educator power is” and “where participants think
educator power comes from”.

What Is Educator Power?
Participant responses to “what is educator power?” were organized into the two
general themes described in Chapter Four.

What Educator Power Is
Theme One: Who Educators Are In the Classroom
Educator role in the classroom
Educator position within the institution
Educator knowledge possession
Theme Two: What Educators Do In the Classroom
Facilitation and pedagogy
Empowerment
Grading
Table 5-1: What Educator Power Is

Theme One: Who educators are in the classroom
The first theme addressed “who educators are in the classroom” and touched on
two aspects frequently mentioned regarding educator power in the classroom: role and
knowledge possession. In The Elements of Teaching (1997) Banner and Cannon discuss
the role of the educator in the teaching environment and suggest that their greater
knowledge in a subject area informs their role in the classroom and the degree of
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authority they have in carrying that role out. Other teacher education literature such as
The Chicago Handbook for Teachers (Brinkley et. al, 1999) also highlights the role the
educator has in leading an educational experience and effectively conveying information.

The references to an educator’s position, or rank, within the institution seemed out
of place here. In considering the data in Chapter Four I believe participants’ discussion of
this aspect of power is more a source of power than a defining aspect of it and would
seem to fit more clearly in the discussion of where power comes from. The fact that
participants included it in this discussion suggests how conflated and connected the two
questions are and that to define educator power without talking about where it comes
from does not seem plausible.

Another point not necessarily missing from participant responses but that seemed
under-investigated was the educator’s personal and political beliefs and experiences as
they informed their positionality in the classroom. Participants such as Shelley, Ann,
Martha, and Ronald discussed this aspect in terms of the next theme, “what they do in the
classroom” but did not consider it when discussing their role. The possible incongruence
between participants’ sense of who they are versus what they do in the classroom seems
to parallel the gap between how they perceive their power use versus what they actually
do in their teaching, and suggests another factor to be considered in raising educator
power consciousness. Bell, Washington, Weinstein and Love (1997) support this point by
discussing the importance of knowing one’s personal history and examining how that
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impacts our sense of ourselves in the classroom. Their work further suggests an
examination of the Intimate Sphere and its impact on our self-perceptions in the
classroom.

Participant responses in this theme were rich and painted a broad picture of the
educator and their power in the classroom. What appeared missing from the conversation
was discussion of their role as learners as well. Authors such as Freire (1970), hooks
(1994), or Shor (1992) suggest that effective education also requires the teacher to
recognize their role as a learner as well. According to the theorists, taking this position
helps de-center the classroom, value student knowledge, and shift educator power to a
more shared position in the classroom. Shelley, Carmen, and to some extent Terri
suggested that they are also learners in the classroom but the other seven participants
either vaguely alluded to it or did not mention it at all. All three participants who
mentioned this as an aspect of “who they were in the classroom” relative to their power
displayed this in their practice as well. I believe the issue of being a learner as well as a
teacher touches upon aspects of the Intimate Sphere and is a deeper layer of one’s practice
to consider when interrogating one’s power use in the classroom.

Theme Two: What educators do in the classroom
The second theme in this category involved “what educators do in the classroom”
and had substantial reference to empowerment and pedagogy issues. This group of
participants echoed well the assertions of multicultural educators (Sleeter and Grant,
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1991, Banks, 1991a), social justice educators (Adams et al, 1997; Andrzejewski, 1993a,
1993b), and teacher educators (Oakes and Lipton, 1999; Shor, 1987, 1992) that a goal of
education is social change and student empowerment. Some participants discussed this on
a personal scale, like Ed who said he wants to empower students with skills for their
lives. Some considered this on a larger scale such as Carmen who wanted to help students
be better practitioners in their fields. Other participants addressed this on the broadest
scale like Marcus, who hoped that students would take his information and create change
in the world. Regardless, all ten participants talked about their desire to help students be
critical thinkers, self-empowered, and contributors to societal change.

A second aspect of participant responses that resounded with the literature was
facilitation and pedagogy issues. Given the minimal amount of teacher education and
faculty development this group has had I was surprised at the depth of pedagogical
awareness of this group and their commitment to trying new pedagogical tools. As was
apparent in the observations, this did not always manifest in actual practice, but even the
verbalized commitment to using alternative methods was inspiring and connected to the
pedagogical literature in all the bodies I examined (Lee, Menkart, Ozakawa-Rey, 1998;
Davidman, 1994; Nieto, 1999; Schoem, Frankel, Zuniga, and Lewis, 1993).

Grading, the final aspect of this theme was mentioned by all participants and was
almost unanimously met with disdain. Most participants stated their support for
evaluating student work and giving feedback, but all said they hated the grading process
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and if they had a choice they would not grade. I did not find this voiced as much in the
literature. Authors such as Brinkley et. al (1999), Boutte (1999), Oakes and Lipton
(1999), and Rasool and Curtis (2000) mention how disempowering grading can be and
suggest alternative means of assessment, but the unanimity of voice from educators
themselves about grading and their dislike for it was not as present in the literature. I find
the lack of practitioner voice a shortcoming in the literature regarding grading. The
honesty of participants’ struggle with the tension between wanting to evaluate student
work while not wanting to play into the power issues of grading was moving and
informative and I think should be included more in the literature.

I believe that the participants discussed “what educators do in the classroom”
thoroughly and did not find any discrepancies between their thinking and the
representation of “what educator’s do” in the literature.

Summary
Participants’ discussion of “what educator power is” seemed balanced and clear.
Both participant generated themes were represented in the various bodies of literature. Of
the two themes discussed during interview one, participants had much more energy and
enthusiasm for what they did in the classroom than for who they were. Referring to
aspects of who they were, the tone of the responses was more mechanical and the
participants did not evoke a sense of excitement of interest. When sharing about what
they did in the classroom, participants were more animated and talked for longer periods
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of time. Participant discussion about what they did also seemed to resonate more wiht
their goals than the description of who they were. I cannot completely account for this
difference, but part of it may simply be that “what they do” allows for more expression
and a sense of purpose and impact in the classroom. This is an interesting point to follow
up on in future studies.

Where Does Educator Power Come From?
Participant responses to where educator power comes from fell into three themes:
institutional structures and societal influences, students, and sources directly connected to
the educator.

Where Educator Power Comes From
Theme One: Institutional and Societal Sources of Educator Power
Institutions grant educator power
Institutions define educator power
Institutions reinforce educator power
Society further extends educator power
Theme Two: Students as a Source of Educator Power
Students are socialized to cede power
Students project roles onto the educator
Theme Three: Sources of Power Directly Connected to the Educator
Social identity
Personal style
Knowledge possession
Teaching skill and experience
Table 5-2: Where Educator Power Comes From
These categories required less distillation than the responses to the previous
question because participants named them more clearly. For example, Charles said
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outright that the sources of his power were, “partly institutional and partly societal,” Ann
suggested power comes from what the educator brings into the classroom, and Ed stated
that students have a role in creating the power of an educator through their conditioned
ceding of power. The rationale for organizing the categories into the three themes
mirrored that of the Spheres model and were developed relative to each theme’s
proximity to the educator. Institutional and societal sources of power were farthest from
the educator, students were next proximal, and finally the aspects of power directly
connected to the educator was the third theme.

Theme One: Institutional and Societal Sources of Educator Power
Using the Sites of Educator Power model as a lens for analysis, an interesting
point for the three themes was how quickly and easily participants named the institutional
sources of power and not other, more personal sites of power. This resembles the
treatment of institutional power by authors such as Giroux (1983) or Apple and Beane
(1995) where there is a focus on institutional and societal structures related to power in
education. Some participants did venture into the aspects personal to the educator, such as
Beth’s reference to her personal style in the classroom, but for the most part any aspect
relative to students or the educator came as a response to a direct question about them and
not in response to the general question. For example, most participants did not mention
their social identity as a source of power until I directly asked them if they thought it
informed educator power. Even Terri, for whom social identity is deeply ingrained in
what she teaches, said she felt a little stupid for not thinking to mention social identity as
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a source of educator power. The same was true for participants’ educational biographies,
teacher education experiences, personal histories (except Shelley who volunteered her
spiritual beliefs), and to some degree the issue of student abdication.

A second interesting point was that when participants did mention institutional
sites of power, such as how institutions grant power through constructing an educator’s
role and reinforce it through structural mechanisms such as grading, they did not discuss
their relation to the institution and how it confers power. For example, Ed said that his
institution “lauds” its faculty and yet he did not talk about his relationship to that process.
Does he participate in that? How does he engage with the power that comes from that
process? Does he work against it as Ann, Martha, and Charles said they tried to do in
their teaching? Ed’s example explains how the “Institutional Conference” component of
the Sites model can be considered part of the Intimate Sphere. It is not the institution that
is part of the Intimate Sphere, it is the relationship of the educator to the institution that is
part of this sphere. In this study three out of ten participants named their personal
relationship to the institutional conference of power.

Theme Two: Students as a Source of Educator Power
As stated in Chapter Four there was a divergence of opinion as to the actual power
that students had in the classroom and how that power connected to the power of the
educator. Participants who did feel that students had a role in constructing educator power
raised the issues of students ceding power and students projecting roles onto the educator.
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The first issue is best discussed in Ira Shor’s When Students Have Power (1996) where he
describes how to “mediate student resistance” and abdication of power when trying to
democratize the classroom. Mary Manke in Classroom Power Relations: Understanding
Student-Teacher Interactions (1997) also acknowledges that educator power is actually
co-constructed by students and teacher but that students often abdicate their role in doing
so because they are not aware of the power they have. Participant responses echoed both
authors’ perspectives and were congruent with the literature’s discussion of students’
ceding power to the educator. The second issue of students projecting roles onto
educators was less mentioned by both participants in the study and the literature, and feels
like another area where practitioner voice is not as readily represented in the literature.

Missing in this discussion was participants’ consideration of how they interact
with students in the abdication of student power. Charles said that he has to sometimes
use his power to force students to own their power and I found this to be an extremely
controversial point. In his description of the resistance students give to taking power and
one needs to consider the connection of taking power to taking responsibility for one's
learning. Beth and Martha stated that twelve years of Reagan and Bush has created a
population of students more geared toward consumption than critical engagement and I
think this has an interesting connection to students ceding authority to educators and thus
not having to take a critical stance in the classroom. Some participants said that they
shared these observations with students, which did and did not manifest in their actual
practice, but it should be noted that a deeper questioning of how educators engage with
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student abdication needs to be taken up. This is particularly important for those
practitioners who participate in the projection of parental roles as described by Martha
because the dynamics are even more loaded.

Theme Three: Sources of Power Directly Connected to the Educator
Participants’ responses in this theme more closely approximated a discussion of
the Intimate sphere than in any other. Beth’s discussion of her personal style, Ronald’s
naming of his experience as a learner and knowledge possession. Carmen’s sharing of her
Puerto Rican identity, and Marcus’s discussion of teaching skill all address areas of
power not as widely discussed in the literature. Unfortunately, the discussion still misses
the depth of reflection needed to specifically focus on aspects of the Intimate Sphere, but
it provides a starting point. For example, participants talked about their social identity as
having an impact on their teaching as a result of the power they receive or not from it, but
did not consider how their social identities inform their communication styles, their
deeper thoughts about the purpose of education, or how their social identities inform their
assumptions about students. Feminist pedagogues such as Maher and Tetreault (1994),
Ropers-Huilman (1998) discuss with some depth these issues theoretically but do not
concretely teach educators how to be aware of the impact of these identities in their
everyday practice. Thus we see the gap mentioned in Chapter Two: practitioners without
a deeper theoretical understanding and theorists without a sense of how to incorporate
their ideas into practice. This dynamic was reproduced for the other sub-themes of this
theme as well.
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Summary
Participant responses to the question of “where educator power comes from” were
more thorough and encompassed a more detailed understanding of educator power.
Participants seemed to have difficulty taking their discussion to a deeper level related to
aspects of the Intimate Sphere but that does not seem to differ too much from the
literature.

Section Two: Learning from Participant Gaps Between Perceptions and Practice
Introduction
This section analyzes each participant’s gap between perceptions and practice and
discusses its nature, considers what informs it, and asks what would assist that
participant in narrowing the differential between their perceptions and practice. Again,
the presence of a mismatch between one’s perceptions of power use and how they
actually use it in their practice is not cause for judgement, but considered an opportunity
to expand one’s awareness of power use in their teaching. The lens for the analysis below
was based on the gap between theory and practice in the literature, the Spheres and Sites
model, and the observational lens constructed by each participant in interview one. An
aspect of the analysis that warrants clarification is my interpretation of “critical
engagement” as it is mentioned a number of times in this section by both participants and
myself. Participants’ definition of critical engagement seemed to vary between a focus on
students discussing the material to students grappling with critical questions to students
simply being given new information to consider in and out of class. My reference for
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critical engagement was derived from Freire (1970), hooks (1994), and Adams (1997)
who suggest that “student-teacher dialogue” and “critical thinking” are common elements
in critical engagement and therefore I am using them as the baseline indicators of “critical
engagement” of students in the following analysis.

Ann
Ann’s gap between her perceptions and practice illustrates the difference between
awareness of power issues and the integration of that information into one’s conscious
practice. As evidenced in the previous chapter, Ann’s practice in many ways did meet her
commitment to having students engage in her classes and there was much about her
power use that supported student involvement and the critical examination of the
material. Two areas of her practice that did not match her perceptions, her centrality in
the classroom and her lack of pedagogical variation, are considered part of her gap and
discussed below.

First, Ann’s centrality regarding voice, physical positioning, and to some extent
the knowledge construction in the class seemed to undermine her ability to have students
engage in the critical way she mentioned in her first interview. In interview one, Ann
stated that she has a tendency to talk too much. This perception of her own practice bore
out in all observations for Ann. Then, in interview two Ann stated that she was aware of
her tendency to respond after each student and wished she did not. One could conclude
that this does not really constitute a gap between her perceptions and practice because she
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is aware of it. I believe that it actually does constitute a part of her gap first, because in
the larger schema of Ann’s practice it undermines her desire to have students engage, and
second because I am not sure if Ann is fully aware of the extent of her centrality or its
impact on the class.

The common tension of balancing content and process is evident in Ann’s
practice. On the one hand she strongly stated her belief that educators have knowledge to
convey and felt a responsibility to do that. On the other hand she considered an emphasis
on classroom processes, student knowledge construction, and students engaging with
each other more important than content issues. Though these pedagogical beliefs were the
bedrock of Ann’s teaching, she continued to take up considerable air space in her classes.
This served the opposite effect and placed more knowledge construction with her and
impeded students abilities to engage with each other. A similar contradiction can be
found in Ann’s physical positioning in the classroom. In every class she made a point to
move chairs so that everyone could be in the circle. At the same time, she always sat in
the “front” of the room thus creating a dynamic where students would all look to her.
Again, in interview two Ann said that she thought at one point that she should have
moved but simply did not do it.

A second point of consideration is that Ann mentioned in interview one that she
enjoyed using a variety of pedagogical tools and then in interview two said that she
wished she had used more small groups and other things to get students involved. In the
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observations, there appeared to be ample opportunity to get more than eight out of
roughly thirty students involved and yet she did not implement any other pedagogical
tools. Ann mentioned in interview two that she had a hard time co-teaching because she
hated giving up control and perhaps the presence of a co-teacher inhibited her feeling as if
she could change the pedagogical flow.

Ann indicated she has had no teacher education or faculty development training
(Table 3-3) and I find it heartening that Ann has as much awareness of her practice as she
does given this paucity of support. Ann also indicated that she rarely has the opportunity
to discuss pedagogy at her institution and I believe that the lack of an outlet for reflection
on her practice greatly informs the gap in her practice. Ann expressed a willingness and
an excitement at improving her teaching and I believe a mechanism to do that would
assist her in that process. In interview two Ann clearly was aware that she took up too
much air time and that she could have used a wider variety of pedagogical tools, and it
would follow that she needs tools to be able to move this awareness to a deeper level on
her practice. Ann’s gap is an important example of how educators can articulate an
awareness and yet need more information and tools to be able to consciously integrate
that awareness into their practice.

Beth
The gap between Beth’s perceptions and practice appeared in two pedagogical
areas. In her first interview Beth talked at length about the need to help students think
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critically about the world, challenge the assumptions they have about others, and to then
share their new information with others. She said her commitment to this was rooted in
her academic discipline as well as her personal political beliefs about the importance of
students learning to think. This did and did not manifest in her practice. One the one
hand, she did give students a lot of information usually not considered part of mainstream
educational thought, such as the fact that gender, race, and sexuality are socially
constructed concepts. On the other, and this is principally where part of her gap lies, she
did not seem to give opportunities for students to engage with her around the material.
Again, the definition of what is engaging varies and it is possible that Beth considers her
style engaging for students and in line with her perceptions. Her Master's degree in
teaching and her references to being exposed to alternative pedagogical ideas as a result
make me think that her style is not necessarily what she would consider engaging for
students. Thus it did not seem to fit that her classroom practices were along traditional
lines as much as they were. Her lecture pace was fast, her wait time for questions was
very short, and she would even end class early instead of possibly using those few
minutes for dialogue with students. Certainly playing music before class begins, wearing
shimmery clothes, using humor in her teaching, and moving around the room are not
traditional pedagogical tools. However, in the area where she seemed to have the most
investment, student engagement and critical thinking, her pedagogical style did not
coincide with her perceptions.
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When asked why she did not invite more students to engage, Beth focused on the
students’ lack of responsiveness in the class and did not reflect on her role or what she
might have done differently to engender more critical dialogue. Her assertion that
students do not like to talk in large lectures may hold some sway but there is ample
evidence (Brinkley et.al, 1999) that given the right conditions, students will engage with
the instructor and each other in large lecture halls. I also imagine that there is a tension
between getting through the content because it is an introductory class and serves as the
foundation for all other anthropology classes. It seems that a mechanism to help Beth
interrogate her practice and whether its means and ends are in line with her learning
objectives for the class would be useful here. It also suggests training in alternative
pedagogies and being able to articulate them does not always imply a consciousness of
classroom practice.

A second point to consider in Beth's gap is that she did do more “telling” of her
ideas than she intimated in the interview. Even before the observations began a
contradiction presented itself in that she said she wanted students to critically think and
come to their own conclusions and yet she also said that she did have an agenda about
what she wanted students to know and what she wanted them to do with that. Of course,
content objectives are necessary for every class and yet it seemed contradictory to assert
that students should develop their own positions on issues and then have a position in
what they think or become aware of as they leave your class. This was evidenced in the
smaller distance learning class where Beth asked students to report on various articles
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they had read and then proceeded to share her perspective on them before students were
able to present. When finished, the students did not have much left to say and there was
not much critical dialogue. I believe Beth’s intention was to simply share her ideas as a
member of the group, but given her position and power in the class it had a stronger affect
than she intended. I feel certain Beth had no intention of doing that and this provides an
excellent example of how challenging it can be to reflect on one’s use of power in the
classroom.

Charles
Charles was also an example of the importance of having an avenue for critical
reflection about one’s practice. Charles was the only participant I observed who was
teaching two sections of the same class. I believe this is a unique perspective for this
study because it weeded out content variables and reduced differences between
observations to process variables such as group issues or Charles' teaching approach. The
aspect of his gap that seemed most pronounced to me was the disparity between his
frustration of being accused of sexual harassment, his wanting to establish connections
with students, and the examples and jokes he chose in class. Charles' belief that
connecting with students assists in creating a more engaged environment is supported in
the literature (Freire, 1973; hooks, 1994; McLaren, 1994) and yet his methods of doing so
actually seemed to create more distance between he and worked at cross-purposes to his
intent.
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All educators make mistakes or “ill considered” choices at times but because
Charles was teaching two sections of the same class on the same day, there seemed less
leeway to simply say that some of his choices were ill considered “in the moment”
choices because he would then repeat them in the afternoon class. Specifically, I found
the sexual nature of some of his examples to be out of place and watched students
respond with distance and silence. Though his attempts at using examples that had
meaning for the students was admirable, I believe he could have made choices that did
not have sexual connotations. I found his choices surprising given the concerns along
these lines raised by a former colleague, and wondered why he continued to use examples
of this nature in class. Even after asking Charles about it, he seemed to hold to his choices
and said he was just trying to reach students and connect them to the material via
experiences that mattered to them. I cannot explain the obvious contradiction here. I
believe Charles was genuinely trying to connect with students, but because he did not
seem to have the means to reflect more critically on it, he could not see how his jokes and
examples actually further distanced him from students and exacerbated the lack of
interest and trust in the classroom. I also wonder to what extent to which social identity
issues along gender and age lines were playing out here and if a deeper reflection on his
role regarding gender dynamics in class would help Charles use examples that were not
so alienating.

A second point of consideration for Charles is his solicitation of student feedback
in class. Charles said that he asked students for feedback in the form of the “spot checks”
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or process comments after an activity, and yet this was never observed. I think this is
another example of where teachers have an awareness of what enhances their teaching but
do not always integrate it into their conscious practice. Referring to the previous example,
I think that Charles might be getting some information about the examples he uses in
class if he built in regular feedback opportunities for students. In addition, I never
experienced Charles “talk to the class” about his pedagogical choices or what was
happening in the class. On one or two occasions, when students were struggling with
some concepts, he said ‘Tm trying to get you to think” or suggested that argument and
debate are “what philosophers do”. Beyond that, Charles did not share his pedagogical
approach on a regular basis with the class. Again, I think that he were to have to articulate
what he is doing and why through ongoing reflection, he might be able to get enough
distance from his processes to critique what he is doing.

A final aspect of Charles’ gap discussed here was the lack of pedagogical variance
in his teaching. One of the ways educators, consciously or unconsciously, maintain the
power structure in their classrooms is to utilize pedagogical approaches that uphold their
centrality in the classroom (Culley and Portuges, 1985a; Ellsworth, 1989; Gore, 1993). In
Charles’ class this was evident in the traditional set up of the room, in his standing at the
front of the class, and in his use of 75% of the air time. The primary method used during
observations was questions and answer with Charles facilitating the process. Charles did
mention he used small groups but did not use them on observational days. Nevertheless,
there seemed to be occasions where small group work, short writing exercises, or
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discussion in pairs would have helped with the level of engagement in the class. To be
fair, Charles did say in several ways that it is naive to assume that democracy in the
classroom can happen just because an educator says it should. He stated that in very real
ways educators and students are not equal in the classroom. I agree and have stated
earlier that educators will always have a level of power in the classroom regardless of
what they try to do (hooks, 1994). The issue, therefore, becomes more about what
educators do with their power and how they use it to meet their pedagogical and content
goals (Freire, 1970, 1973) and this is where Charles’ gap is most evident. Charles’
pedagogy also meant that knowledge construction happened principally to or through
him, further entrenching his central position in the classroom.

I strongly believe in Charles’ commitment to students, to academic rigor, and to
his passion for the material and suggest that the gaps in his practice are, in part, merely
the result of limited opportunity and support for critical reflection on the part of his power
use in the classroom.

Shelley
In interview one Shelley shared her deep commitment to empowering students to
empower others, teaching them to think critically, and exposing them to new information
and ways of viewing the world. Much of Shelley’s practice supported those goals with the
exception of Shelley’s centrality in the class and her content presentation. Shelley’s
commitment to these goals was most evident in the open-ended, critical thinking
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questions she posed in class. She said that she gets students to think by asking hard
questions without easy answers and this was observed in her practice. What was also
observed was that the questions seemed to be so difficult that students often could not
answer them leaving, by default, Shelley’s voice and her knowledge production as central
in the class while she answered part or all of a question.

Connected to this was what appeared to be an agenda attached to Shelley’s
questions. In interview one she stated that she wanted students to be thinking about
specific content and later suggested her wait time was good because she has no agenda in
terms of what students are saying in class. It was observed, though, that she would
facilitate discussion and questioning until she seemed to receive the answer she was
looking for. Students picked up on this, to an extent, and after a while stopped answering
the open ended questions because they were waiting for Shelley to just say what she
wanted to say.

A remedy to Shelley’s centrality might be to ask more accessible questions and
allow students to enter the classroom process and participate more consistently. However,
Shelley’s desire to have students think critically and deeply about these issues, I believe,
interfered with her ability to do this. It is also possible that her experience in writing a
Master’s thesis on Paulo Freire undergirds her belief in asking hard questions without
easy answers and potentially precludes her from making her questions more open. A
critical analysis of what informs Shelley’s learning objectives in the course might help
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bridge the gap between her stated goals and the results of her processes. Specifically,
Shelley mentioned that her spiritual beliefs motivate her to take responsibility for change
in the world and a deeper reflection on how she formulates power through that lens might
clarify what her true goals and objectives are in her classes.

A second issue to consider is Shelley’s content presentation. She often appeared a
little disorganized in her questions and flow of the class and I think this was frustrating
for students. I believe that this reflects her learning style in that her sharing in both
interviews was more of an external thinker. Shelley’s example seems to suggest that
reflection on one’s learning style and experience as a learner via educational biographies
could help raise these power use issues for educators.

Ed
Ed’s perceptions matched his practice with only a few exceptions. First, I found
his use of the physical space to be incongruent with his perceptions and think he would
have benefitted had he moved the chairs in a circle for both classes. The macro class
would still have required that students face the board so Ed could lecture, but in the world
geography class he rarely lectured and a different arrangement might have engendered
more conversation. Leaving the class in a more traditional set up tended to make Ed’s
voice the main one in the room and left students to wait for him to initiate the classroom
processes. When asked about this Ed agreed that it would have been better to do
something different with that space. Here again is an example of a measure of awareness
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and yet an inability to link that awareness to actual practice. A more consistent method of
helping educators reflect on issues like this seems necessary as Ed indicated that his
primary resource for reflection is himself.

Second, Ed said that he would like to use more small group work and get students
more engaged in the classroom processes. In the macro class he did use small groups at
one point but did not do a lot ot it in the world geography class. This is surprising since
the macro class actually required more lecture than did the world geography class. In lieu
of students working together in small groups Ed had both classes engage in the larger
groups and took on a facilitation role as students shared. It was observed that at times Ed
often took on a larger role than was necessary and again I believe that he is simply not
conscious of how he positions himself in the classroom and how that centers the
classroom processes with him. In addition to varying his pedagogical approach, I think if
Ed could have asked more critical thinking questions and given students more time to
wrestle with them.

Overall Ed's perceptions did match his practice and I think his clarity about what
he does and does not do in the classroom is a tribute to his openness to learning more
about teaching. Ed has been teaching for over twenty years and did not at all seem set in
his ways or closed to alternative pedagogies. Ed’s example highlights the point that many
educators are open to gaining new insights into their teaching but often do not have the
tools or support around them to engage in a regular process of reflection on their teaching.
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Martha
The most significant issue in Martha’s gap was that of the gender dynamics and
how she said she has a tendency to ”play to the guys” in her teaching. More significant
than its mere presence is the fact that she was aware of this in the first interview and it
still persisted in her practice. For example, in observation three there were 21 men and 11
women present, but the amount of question and answer air time taken up by men
represented sixty seven percent ot the overall class air time (thirty five questions or
comments from men as opposed to eight from women). This proportion of engagement
remained consistent in the other four observations. As with other participants, this is an
excellent example of how awareness is not enough to lead to change in one’s use of
power and overall pedagogy. In interview two I asked Martha about the amount of air
time and overall class presence the men take and she said she was not surprised that it
happened. She was struck, however, by the point regarding the impact it has on the
women in the room and how Martha's giving more time or space to men in the room
actually genders the knowledge construction in the room and further distances women.
Martha has stated her strong commitment to social justice and creating critical change and
I noted that this issue seemed to resonate and get her attention. I appreciate this example
because it illustrates the many unintended outcomes of uninvestigated power in the
classroom. On the surface, Martha’s actions seem only to affect who talks the most. Upon
deeper investigation, however, much more is at stake in terms of empowerment, voice,
and learning. I believe that had Martha been able to reflect on the implications of this
aspect of her power use on a regular basis and in conjunction with some specific
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parameters for that reflection she would be more likely to see such incongruencies in her
use of power.

In interview one Martha mentioned a second gender-related issue, student
projections of parental expectations onto educators. She readily identified her personal
motivations for playing into those dynamics and what the impact was on her, but did not
seem to think that she should change this dynamic. Martha suggested that her tendency to
let people project these issues onto her was partially a result of her gender socialization
and the fact that she has an underlying desire to be considered a “good mom” by students.

A final caveat to the issue of gender in Martha's use of power in her teaching was
the way that she used deprecating humor, did not handle the overhead projector well, and
knowingly portrayed herself as a “ditz” at times to make it seem like she is not so
powerful or authoritative in the classroom. Martha’s intention was to reduce the power of
her position in the classroom and open space for students to also admit what they do not
know or are not good at. Instead, I think it served to reproduce the general expectation
that women are not as intelligent or capable as men and are not as legitimate in the
academy which was totally counter-productive and further distanced the women in the
room.

This data suggests that educators’ participation in social identity related dynamics
in class will not be adequately addressed with a reflection model that only touches upon
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the Private and Public Spheres because they place the discussion outside of the educator.
Instead this issue requires a model that opens up the aspects of the Intimate Sphere that
form the core factors driving these types of dynamics.

Terri
Like Ed, Terri’s perceptions largely matched her practice. One area that played a
significant role in Terri’s use of power in her teaching was how and when she chose to
intervene with students in the classroom. The student presentation example mentioned in
Chapter Four, Strand Three was the most obvious but there were smaller instances
throughout the observations where Terri was clearly questioning if and how to enter with
students. I asked her about this in the second interview and her answer focused mainly on
her role as an instructor and a purveyor of information. She did allude to personal,
internal barometers indicating when she will respond and when she will not and I believe
that these barometers are sites to be further investigated. In both interviews it was evident
that Terri had done a solid amount of reflection on what might trigger her in the
classroom and I think the nature of the content in her courses lends itself to that kind of
self-awareness. Nevertheless, it appeared that more questioning about what motivates her
to intervene with students would be helpful.

A second area that stood out in her overall gap was her time management and
agenda planning. As many educators do, she invariably over planned the course and then
changed the outline, dropped activities, or skimmed content areas because of lack of time
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or an adaptation to student needs. In one sense this supported her commitment to studentcentered pedagogy and exemplified how she attends to classroom processes as well as
course content. In another, it demonstrated the tension between adequate content delivery
and effective classroom processes. This is an issue for any teacher but was more so for
Terri because she teaches in a non-traditional program that only has student meeting for
four full days per class per semester. In interview two I asked Terri about the structure of
her program and how it impacts her teaching and she shared that it is always a tension and
something she is constantly thinking about. Her organization was an issue because it is a
very specific choice she makes in terms of her power. She has the authority in the
classroom to ask students to wrap up an activity and say “no” when they ask for thirty
more minutes. Often, it was observed that she deferred to student requests around time
and in each of the three observations something was cut or altered on the agenda. The
consequence was that students were having an empowering process but might not be
getting the depth of the content. I am not advocating traditional pedagogies in lieu of ones
that engage students. I am calling into question the basis for decisions about content
coverage and suggesting a continued examination of what drives Terri’s pedagogical and
content choices in her teaching.

Terri was eager to hear what I saw when we met for the second interview. Her
interest in her own teaching and what could be improved was stated clearly and I think a
mechanism for ongoing reflection would be a tool she would appreciate and make
consistent use of in her teaching.
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Ronald
Of all the participants in this study, I perceived Ronald as the most traditionally
oriented in his pedagogy. His tendency to look over student heads or out the window as
he talked, his position in the front of the room, the arrangement of the class in rows, his
asking if students had questions and then answering them himself, and his occasional
lecture all represented a more traditional pedagogical style to me. Interview one revealed
that Ronald attended private schools and then Harvard University and I believe his
educational biography informed his teaching. Ronald’s style seemed to contradict his
goals for the classroom in that he wanted students to “tear and compare” and yet in the
classroom his voice often dominated the conversation. I believe alternative pedagogical
tools would have enhanced the class’s ability to critically examine content in the way
Ronald hoped. Posing questions to student in small groups or pairs, setting up mock
debates, doing short free writes and the like would have helped students enter into
dialogue with Ronald and each other and deepened student involvement with the
material. His use of video was an effective pedagogical tool and yet by themselves still
created a margin of distance for students from the content. It seems that an opportunity to
examine his pedagogy in comparison to his classroom goals would assist Ronald in
moving toward more student-centered pedagogical tools and lessen his centrality in the
classroom.

When asked about this in interview two, Ronald kept his focus on the content and
student learning and did not really comment on his classroom processes. Ronald said that
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he uses a lot of video in his classes so that the content has more life and depth and
students can relate to it more. Ronald was also asked if he noticed that the knowledge
construction in the class flowed to and through him and his response did not seem to
acknowledge this and instead focused on how he places the responsibility of learning on
students and what he expects from them in terms of their thinking. I think the centrality of
Ronald’s position in the class is a key area to consider and might be a place for further
examination on his part. Overall, Ronald’s gap in his power use is difficult to truly
discuss because he said in interview one that he does not think about his teaching in terms
of power and for him teaching is about getting at the truth.

Marcus
Two different classes, separated by an hour, were observed for Marcus and
provided me with a great sense of how variation in student populations, group dynamics
and content inform Marcus’s power use in the classroom. One aspect of Marcus’s gap
was in the physical set up of the two classrooms and the overall environment he
established. In the early morning class he had the students in a circle, encouraged them to
engage with each other, and moved around the room in a way that kept him connected to
them. The late morning class was in rows, there was a great deal of distance between he
and the students, and he only moved closer to students when they were in small groups. I
asked Marcus about this discrepancy in the second interview and he said he encouraged
the late morning class to engage with each other by using small groups. He did not
directly answer the question regarding the difference in the environment between the two
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classes. I find this example striking first because the classes are so close to each other and
yet the difference in his approach to them is stark. Second, I think some of the group
dynamic difficulties he had with the late morning class might have been averted had he
worked to develop a more engaged and student focused classroom environment. In every
observation of the later class, most students appeared to have no interest in the class and
there were numerous side conversations throughout all observations. Extending this
dynamic further there was an overall difference in his treatment of the two classes which
Marcus attributed to the content and students but said nothing about his personal
reactions to the classes or the students. I find it difficult to agree that his personal
reactions had no effect given the content of both courses and the reaction of students to
him regarding his status as a Black man. As was clear in interview two, the late morning
class had much more difficulty with his racial background than did the morning class.
Social identity appears to be a key constituent of the Intimate Sphere and I believe a
consideration of this and the other components of that Sphere would give educators more
options when confronted with examples such as Marcus's. This is not to say that students
and content are not part of the process he describes, but simply that an examination of the
Intimate Sphere might provide a wider range of responses in these situations in the
classroom.

A second point raised was Marcus’s style of interaction in the classroom. An
incident where a student felt scared by his style was described in Chapter Four and though
it would appear that race and gender dynamics were operating on the part of the student.
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it might also be helpful for Marcus to consider in more detail his tone, physical
movement, and approach to critical engagement with students. I propose that a reflection
model that helps take what educators know cognitively and weave it into their every day
practice would achieve this level of reflection.

Carmen
The central aspect of Carmen’s gap between her perceptions and practice
considered here is her interaction with disruptive students. This was a gap because
Carmen indicated in interview one that she would interrupt behavior that disrupted the
flow of the class. And yet in each classroom visit there was a student who fit this
behavior and she confronted neither of them. When asked in interview two about this she
acknowledged that she did not confront them and in particular talked about her choice to
not directly confront a Puerto Rican man, but also stated that she wished she had
addressed it differently in the moment. I appreciate Carmen’s willingness to reflect and
consider alternatives to her classroom choices because other participants were not as open
to such questions and seemed to continue to mostly look at factors in association with the
Public and Private Spheres. Carmen, however, was very willing to consider what personal
factors informed her choice to not confront the students in either class and I believe that a
reflective model would be very useful for an educator so open to improving their
teaching.
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Outside of this issue, Carmen’s practice closely matched her perceptions of power
use. A factor in this could be that she is a trained psychologist and has a strong awareness
of her own biases and what she brings into an interaction whether it be a clinical setting
or a college classroom. The effectiveness of this level of self-awareness further supports
the claim that an examination of the personal sites of power within the Intimate Sphere
would assist educators in more clearly understanding their classroom power.

Discussion of Cross-Gap Analysis
The cross-sectional analysis of this study revealed five commonalities among
participant gaps between perceptions and practice mentioned in Chapter Four: location of
knowledge construction, use of humor, physical set up, organization and clarity, and
pedagogy. The notion of commonality for these elements is held loosely because at most
there were six participants for whom some of these common factors applied.
Nevertheless, this analysis was useful in considering the development of a power
consciousness model that might be helpful for teachers interested in developing a more
acute understanding of their power use in the classroom.

These commonalities are noteworthy in that they occupy either the Private or
Public Spheres and appear to reinforce the notion that most of the conversation regarding
educator power is situated within these two spheres. Literature addressing each of these
issues is available and yet no comprehensive perspective that touches on the issues that
undergird these common gaps can easily be found. For example, information addressing
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air time and pedagogical approaches that encourage more student participation is
available and very useful in dealing with this issue in the Public and Private Spheres.
Harder to find, however, is literature that examines how one’s educational biography,
personal history and social identities work in concert to inform how an educator utilizes
air time and perceives the importance of student participation. It is this level of reflection
that this study seeks to name and suggest mechanisms to address.

Awareness Versus Consciousness
Combining the participant analysis and the cross-gap analysis above, a key finding
in this study was the difference between an awareness of one’s power and a
consciousness of its use in one’s practice. Awareness, in this study, seemed to be the
ability to name how one perceives their power use in the classroom, whereas
consciousness involved deeply integrating that awareness into one’s everyday practice. In
this way consciousness allows for reflection and change in the moment of one’s teaching,
while awareness seems to happen when removed from the classroom situation. Prior to
this study I assumed that the solution in addressing educator power issues was simply to
raise educators’ awareness about power issues in the classroom. Analysis of study data
reveals that change in power use requires a deeper understanding of power - a power
consciousness.

The participants in this study shared various levels of awareness of what educator
power is, where it comes from, and how they use it in their teaching. The presence of a
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gap for each participant, however, demonstrated that an awareness of power use did not
necessarily correspond to a consciousness of power use in actual practice. This is where
the gap in the literature between theory and practice parallels the gap between educator
perceptions and practice. In the literature, critical pedagogues such as Giroux (1983) and
McLaren (1994a; 2000) offer lucid and convincing theoretical positions regarding
education for change and empowerment. Their theories, however, are difficult to translate
into practice and often leave practitioners unable to implement such empowering goals in
their classrooms. Likewise, participants in this study had clear and thoughtful perceptions
about their power use but had difficulty at points embodying these perceptions in their
practice. Continuing the comparison, practice-oriented literature such as Brown, Earlam
and Race’s 500 Tips for Teachers (1995) gave several rote suggestions for teaching, but
did not provide mechanisms for reflection on one’s practice in the moment and leave
practitioners without a theoretical compass. Similarly, participants in this study often had
ideas about what they were going to do in their classrooms, but had no means of
reflection in the moment to gauge whether those actions coincided with their pedagogical
goals. Clearly, some form of bridge, both for the literature and for classroom
practitioners, needs to be developed to transform power awareness into power
consciousness and narrow both gaps.

Summary
The participant gaps discussed above provide excellent insight into the difficulty
of accurately perceiving how one uses their power in the classroom. The participants
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chosen for this study were recognized by their students and institutions as excellent
teachers with 203 years of teaching experience among them, and still there were areas of
their power use that did not match their perceptions. This is not an indictment of these
participants but a statement of how challenging aligning one’s perceptions to their
practice can be. The centrality of educator voice, the location of knowledge construction,
the use of alternative pedagogical tools, and the awareness of personal style were all areas
that this group of participants had gaps between their perceptions and practice. By their
example, teachers seeking to improve their power use could consider examining the areas
just mentioned as a starting point for reflection on their own practice. Second, the
experience of these participants suggests that teaching, and especially reflective teaching,
is an ongoing process that requires additional support such as mechanisms for reflection,
collegial and institutional support, and resources of time and energy to do it thoroughly.

A third point gleaned from the gaps described above is that there seemed to be a
pattern in participant levels of awareness. In all cases for interview one and the
observations, one or more of the following three patterns seemed to be operating: either
(1) participants were not at all aware of how their perceptions mismatched their practice,
or (2) participants named the mismatch in the first interview but were not able to translate
that awareness into a change in their practice, or (3) participants were aware of the
mismatch, tried to translate it into change in their practice, but did not fully know how to
accomplish that. For example, Terri had no idea that she gave so many directions
verbally, Ann knew that she tended to respond after students but continued to do it in her
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practice, and Martha knew she “played to the guys”, tried to use small groups and the like
to get more people talking, but overall did not have a sense of how to change her pattern.
I find these patterns interesting because they affirm the above contention that awareness
does not necessarily translate into consciousness and a change in everyday practice.
Perhaps the identification of these patters will assist in determining where an educator is
in their level of awareness and provide a stepping stone for a deeper investigation of their
power use. All three levels also suggest the need for a concrete tool to help educators
become more aware, know what to do with that awareness, and know how to reflect on
new learnings as they arise in their practice.

Finally, similar to participant considerations of what educator power is and where
it comes from, most participants’ perceptions of power use fell into the Public or Private
Spheres and very few participants mentioned aspects of the Intimate Sphere regarding
their practice. When aspects of power in the Intimate Sphere were mentioned, it was
primarily in response to a direct interview question and rarely arose unsolicited. I believe
that when we as educators fail to consider aspects of our power most proximal to
ourselves, we stand to fall short of creating classrooms conducive to student
empowerment, critical engagement, and social transformation. Taken a step further, this
lack of awareness not only impedes empowering processes, but can actually undermine
and work at cross purposes to empowering and supportive educator goals. The various
participant gaps and their analysis discussed above demonstrate this and support the
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notion that the Intimate Sphere and its constituent Sites of Educator Power require more
attention in order to move from power awareness into power consciousness.

Section Three; Turning Awareness Into Consciousness
Introduction
A number of issues have been raised for consideration from the above analysis.
First, the difference between awareness and consciousness was seen in the various
participant gaps where they had named uses of power in their interviews but did not
demonstrate those uses in their practice. Second, there appeared to be different levels of
awareness within the population in this study from no awareness to being aware but not
being able to translate that awareness into practice. And finally, a possible bridge between
awareness and consciousness of one’s power appears to lie in a deeper examination of the
Intimate Sphere and its constituent Sites of Educator Power. Given these points, the
problem turns from “whether or not there is a gap'1 to how can an educator work to
narrow the gap in their power use. I turn back to the self-awareness and faculty
development literature to further explore this questions.

The Self-Awareness and Teacher Reflection Literature
The need for an awareness to consciousness bridge between the theory / practice
and perceptions / practice gaps is supported in the work of Steven Brookfield (1991;
1995) who suggests the use of autobiographies, critical incident questionnaires, and good
practice audits to assess the efficacy of one’s practice. I believe that Brookfield’s work
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comes closest to bridging a gap between theory and practice in the literature and
subsequently holds for practitioners a possible bridge between awareness and
consciousness regarding power use. Brookfield’s work is broad in its application to the
teaching environment and does not, as this study does, focus specifically on power. In his
work Critical Incidents In Teaching (1993), David Tripp discusses how to record and
analyze critical teaching incidents as a means of developing professional judgement and
more effective practice. The work of Elizabeth Tertell, Susan Klein and Janet Jewett
(1998) is also representative of the value of ongoing reflection of one’s practice. Their
approach in When Teachers Reflect: Journeys Toward Reflective, Inclusive Practice
involves making a connection between one’s history as a learner, as a child, and as a
family member to how one structures and interacts in a learning environment. Their work
is an excellent example of the link between one’s educational biography or personal
history and how they are in the classroom and suggests another avenue for moving from
awareness to consciousness. Other authors (Sleeter, 1995; hooks, 1994) have also
suggested the importance of reflecting on one’s practice but I prefer the works of the
authors mentioned above because they demonstrate the link between theory and practice
and provide specific mechanisms for reflection for educators. I believe that this study
adds to the conversation by demonstrating the importance of moving from awareness to
consciousness, by specifically focusing on educator classroom power, and by considering
reflective tools for deepening one’s consciousness of their power.
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Application of the Sites Model to the Gaps Found
This study has demonstrated that a mere awareness of one’s power in the
classroom is not enough to insure its use in positive and supportive ways. Many
participants could name various aspects of their power and discuss ways they use their
power. And yet, this awareness did not necessarily translate into a consciousness of how
they were exercising power in the moment nor did it connote a consciousness in the
moment of how their perceptions of power differed from their pedagogy. Each participant
demonstrated some form of a gap between their perceptions of how they use power and
their actual classroom practice. Although the specific components of participant gaps did
not have a great deal of overlap, there did appear to be commonality in their lack of
discussion or even perception of the aspects of power found in the Intimate Sphere. Thus,
the gap found in the literature does also seem to be replicated in classroom practice.

In Chapter Two the Sites of Educator Power model was offered as a means of
investigating the Intimate Sphere of educator power. Seven sites were identified in the
literature and roughly used in the design and analysis of the data for this study. It is the
assertion of this study that this model could be one means of bridging the gap between
perceptions and practice for educators. This model is not the panacea for all problematic
aspects of an educator’s practice or even use of power in the classroom. But, it is a useful
tool for raising classroom teachers’ consciousness of what their power is, where it comes
from, and how they actually use it in their practice. As stated earlier in this study, power
in and of itself is not problematic, but its use in ways that undermine students instead ol
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support them is where the problem lies. A mechanism for bringing forth the conscious
and unconscious ways educators misuse their power in today’s classrooms has the
potential to transform the impact of educator power in the classroom in very positive
ways.
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CHAPTER 6
RAISING CONSCIOUSNESS

Summary
This study sought to examine whether a gap, comparable to the one found
between theory and practice in the literature, existed between perceptions and classroom
practice for ten faculty in higher education. Constituent questions used to arrive at this
determination included:
1. How do educators in this study define educator power in the classroom?
2. Where do educators in this study feel educator power in the classroom comes
from?
3. How do educators in this study perceive their use of power in the classroom?
An investigation of the factors informing the gap in the literature led to the development
of the Spheres of Educator Power model and the Sites of Educator Power model. The
Spheres model effectively organized the literature’s disparate discussion of educator
power and revealed a dearth of information addressing the Intimate Sphere. Further
investigation suggested seven components of the Intimate Sphere and produced the Sites
of Educator Power model. Both models partially informed the design of this study and
were used as lenses of analysis for the data. These models suggest one way to organize
and view the data, but are no means the only way to organize and research educator
power. Kreisberg (1992) offers and equally valid organization of power into “power over,
power with, and power within” categories, while Hersey and Blanchard (1982) report
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seven bases of power ranging from “coercive power” to “connection power”. Both of
these frameworks are useful in considering power. The Spheres and Sites models are
chosen here because they are a significant part of this original body of research.

Ten faculty members from seven colleges and universities representing ten
different disciplines were interviewed, observed, and interviewed again. The fist
interview explored participants’ understanding of what educator power is, where it comes
from, and their perceptions of how they use it in their practice. The analysis of the first
interview formed the observational frame for each participant and from two to eight
observations of their classroom practice were conducted over a semester. Key
observational excerpts were identified, usually ones that ran counter to participant
perceptions of their power use, and discussed in the second interview. The data was
analyzed for possible gaps between perceptions and practice for each participants.

Findings and Conclusions
One significant finding in this study was that all participants had some form of a
gap in their practice. Given the high level of experience and commitment to engaged
teaching of this group of participants, this result speaks to the immense challenge ol
“walking one’s talk” in a setting as dynamic as a classroom. The presence of a gap
between perceptions and practice is not reason to judge the overall quality of one’s
teaching, but should instead be used as a point of entry for the ongoing growth of one’s
teaching. Banner and Cannon (1997) discuss teaching as an art that must continually be
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honed and practiced. The continual process of becoming conscious of one’s gap and
working to narrow it is one component of the process of refining and mastering such an
art. This result also suggests that there is a significant need for a reflexive method of
deeply, consistently, and effectively investigating one’s use of power in the classroom.

A related point, is that educator power is omnipresent in the classroom.
Everything from whether class starts on time, the choice of readings and assignments, the
tone of the group dynamics, and the method of content delivery are all touched by
educator power to varying degrees. This pervasiveness makes studying the more obvious
forms of power such as facilitation issues, wait time, grading practices and the like easier
because they are readily accessible to the researcher. Aspects of power such as tone of
voice, body language, subtleties in facilitation, or educator motivation are much more
difficult to study because they are difficult to observe, assess, or define specific
parameters for. I believe this difference is part of the reason why there is more research
available on aspects of power residing within the Public and Private Spheres than for the
Intimate which in turn could explain why more educators are aware of their use of power
in the Public and Private Spheres, as were the participants for this study. The greater
availability of information for the two outer spheres places a greater emphasis and
awareness on them, leaving the Intimate Sphere underinvestigated. Overall, the
pervasiveness of educator power is a second justification for the development of a
reflection model focused on power use in the classroom. I believe this model should not
address power in its broadest sense because it will then lose its transferability into
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practice. Likewise, any model helping educators reflect on their power should not be too
focused on a single aspect of that power because it then loses its theoretical grounding
and becomes a rootless classroom activity. Thus, any model developed to examine one’s
power in the classroom should hold both the broad picture of the pervasiveness of
educator power and the focus on classroom processes simultaneously.

A third conclusion from this study, described in the previous chapter, is the
difference between “awareness” and “consciousness”. This finding has important
implications for the development of an educator reflection model as well as teacher
education and faculty development programs. Assuming that “awareness” does not
connote a change in classroom power use and that acquiring a power “consciousness” is a
more useful paradigm, teacher education and faculty development programs may have to
spend more time and resources to help educators raise their power consciousness.
Likewise, the research base in both of these fields may have to address the Intimate
Sphere and its Sites of Power in its research and teaching methodologies.

This shift in focus should not be at the exclusion of the Public and Private spheres
but in addition to so that the whole picture of educator power can be seen and addressed.
This leads to a fourth conclusion from this study which is that there is not a hierarchy
among the Spheres model, nor is there a causal relationship from the Intimate to the other
two spheres. All three spheres play an important role in the classroom and none should be
overlooked when interrogating one’s use of power. A emphasis has been placed on the
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Intimate Sphere in this study because it has been identified as an area of educator power
that has been overlooked. Considering its relational connection to the other two spheres,
overlooking the Intimate has profound implications for power use and consciousness in
the classroom. Not knowing how one’s personal history with power infonns their use of it
in the classroom has serious implications for the other two spheres of power because of
the interrelatedness of the spheres. The participants in this study exemplify this through
their varied levels of awareness of the Sites of their educator power and their impact on
the participant’s power use in the classroom. Nevertheless, it is a conclusion of this study
that all three Spheres are equally important in examining one’s power in the classroom
and ultimately should be equally investigated.

Ultimately, this study has identified a gap between participant perceptions of their
power versus their actual practice comparable to that found between the theory and
practice-oriented literature. In organizing the discussion of power in the literature it was
noted that its gap seems to reside primarily in the underinvestigated Intimate Sphere of
power and it constituent Sites of Educator Power. This study has concluded that a
reflective model assisting teachers in examining the Sites of Educator Power relative to
their practice would aid educators in turning their power awareness into a deeper power
consciousness. It is believed that this increased consciousness will aid educators in
perceiving their use of power more accurately when teaching and lead to a transformation
of their power use. An example from Marcus’s observations is used to suggest how this
might happen. In one observation it was noted by a student that Marcus was “scaring'’ her
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by his excited tone, his movement toward her, and his questioning of her. For Marcus this
behavior was about getting a student to engage and critically think. For the student, this
interaction led to her shutting down and saying she would not share anymore. Marcus’s
response was to name his style as overbearing and then accommodate her by toning
himself down when he engaged with her. I use this example, not because Marcus did
anything wrong, but because there were considerable race and gender dynamics operating
in this interaction and I believe that if Marcus had a reflective tool at his disposal he
might have been able to make other pedagogical choices at the time by either naming the
race and gender dynamics or finding another way to name the underlying issues of the
interaction. Thus, the goal of creating a power consciousness model is to give educators
more options in the classroom and help them align their power use with their goals and
perceptions.

Recommendations for Further Research
Introduction
Thus far it has been suggested that a model assisting educators in reflecting on
their power use be developed. It is beyond the scope of this study to put forth a fully
developed model and I believe that this is the next step in this overall research. However,
in lieu of proffering a finished and tested model, I do have suggestions first, for further
research and second, for a roughly developed Power Praxis model (Appendix J) used to
operationalize the Sites of Educator Power. I believe that the Power Praxis model is just
one way of using the data from this study and is one step in the direction of developing a
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more grounded and comprehensive model. More research and field testing obviously
needs to be conducted on it.

Levels of Research to Address the Gaps In the Literature and In Practice
The recommendations arising out of this study occur on three levels: educational
field, communities of educational practice, and individual educator. Regarding the field
of education, the gap in the literature and with the participants described above suggest
that more research needs to be conducted on educator power. In particular, I believe that
more emphasis needs to be placed on the aspects of educator power that reside in the
Intimate Sphere to fill out the overall literature base. Authors such as Kreisberg (1992),
Brookfield (1995), and Tertell, Klein and Jewett (1998) all serve as examples for the type
research that needs to be conducted as well as how little research is readily available. In
particular, I think this research should be geared toward bridging the gap between theory
and practice by developing a theoretical grounding supporting a set of tools directly
applicable to educator power use in the classroom.

In educational communities, educators clearly need to engage in dialogue and
support each other in examining issues of power. Many participants shared how much
they enjoyed being a part of this study because it was so rare to have the opportunity to
discuss pedagogy, teaching, and certainly power issues in the classroom. I believe faculty
development and teacher education programs should consider taking a more focused look
at how they discuss issues of power in the classroom as it is such a foundational aspect of
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teaching. The models presented here are one way to open up dialogue among teachers in
every context, but as mentioned any of the current models addressing power would be a
useful place to begin the dialogue. Secondarily, I think a conversation between theorists
and practitioners would be beneficial to help develop teacher education and faculty
development programs that do not replicate the gap between these two areas of educator
power.

And finally, on an individual level I believe that the utilization of some form of
reflective methodology in all of our teaching could assist educators in the process of
moving from awareness to consciousness regarding power use in the classroom. The roots
of one’s conceptions of power run deep and are largely hidden and thus the process of
examining them will take time, effort, patience, compassion for the process, and a strong
commitment by individual faculty. However, I believe that developing a deeper
consciousness of one’s power use will have significant positive effects on the overall
class dynamic and help educators be more effective practitioners.

Operationalizing the Sites Model
One way for educators to reflect on their power in the classroom would be to
operationalize the Sites model and encourage educators to examine the seven sites
relative to their current practice. I believe that for the Sites of Educator Power model to
be an effective tool for increasing the consciousness of educators regarding their power, it
must have a praxis orientation. Praxis is a term used by Paulo Freire (1970) to describe a
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process loop consisting of action and reflection components. Praxis provides for an on¬
going development of one’s awareness and skills through the constant balance of theory
and practice. It was discovered in Chapter Two that the gap in the literature can be
characterized by the polarity between the theoretical and practice-oriented literature.
Thus, a praxis model addressing educator power in the classroom could serve to bridge
that gap. However, praxis itself is not enough because it does not necessarily imply that
an educator would be addressing the root aspects of their power in the classroom.
Applying a praxis lens to the Spheres and Sites of Educator Power models addresses the
potentiality of this and encourages a deeper level of investigation.

The Spheres model revealed three levels of power present in the teaching
environment, the Public, Private and Intimate Spheres, all of which are operating
simultaneously. Much has been written about the Public and Private Spheres and I believe
reflection on the Sites of the Intimate Sphere would enhance an educator's power
consciousness in the classroom. To use one of the sites as an example, a consideration of
how one’s personal history with power, either in their family or other influential venues,
impacts the three spheres could shed light on potentially unconscious manifestations of
one’s power in the classroom. For example, if one grew up in a strict home where
“keeping a stiff upper lip” or staying in control was valued and considered powerful, the
connection of this experience with power to the Intimate Sphere components such as
one’s beliefs about teaching and learning would be vital to understand. Likewise, a
consideration of how these personal experiences with family power influence one’s
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process of developing learning objectives, designing assignments, and otherwise
engaging in the Private Sphere could provide valuable insight. Finally, an examination of
one’s personal history with power could explain more about power use concerning issues
such as facilitation, interactions with students, and personal style. By utilizing the Spheres
and Sites model in this way, educators could bring to light unquestioned and unconscious
aspects of their classroom power.

The Power Praxis model fully described in Appendix J attempts to operationalize
the Sites model and give educators a place to begin reflecting on their power use. Praxis,
however, also requires action and the activities in this model also encourage practitioners
to “try out” their findings in the classroom and bring those back to the model for more
reflection. The Power Praxis model follows the design of this study in that it first asks for
one’s general understanding of power, moves to one’s perceptions of its use in their
teaching, and then proceeds to use each site of power as a template for reflect ion on one’s
actual practice. An application of this information to one area of an educator’s practice
(action) is the second portion of the praxis loop and requires some form of measurement
and on-going assessment. Though he did not utilize them in the observations, Charles’
suggestions of doing on-going, preferably anonymous, student evaluation is wjdely held
as the surest way to ascertain the effectiveness of changes in one’s pedagogy. In addition,
one should consider how often and in what ways they reflect on their classroom practice
and consider what methods will be most effective for their on-going reflection such as
journaling, collegial conversations, or professional development seminars. No model is
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the answer to all aspects of teaching but I believe that this model provides educators with
a place to begin their investigation and adds to the larger body of information regarding
educator power in the classroom.

Final Considerations
In closing, I express my gratitude to the participants in this study. Despite the
public nature of the practice, teaching is still an intimate activity in many ways and their
willingness to invite me and this study into their work was appreciated. I believe that the
results of this study can benefit educators in any context and am even more encouraged to
continue this research and delve into my own uses of power as I assist other in doing so as
well. No research is a panacea, and it is hoped that this work helps open a door regarding
educator power, raises consciousness, and helps educators understand and transform their
power in positive ways.
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APPENDIX A
SCRIPT FOR INITIAL CONTACT WITH POSSIBLE PARTICIPANTS
Hello, my name is Heather Hackman and I am a doctoral student in the Social Justice
Education program at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
I'm calling because I am conducting my dissertation study examining educator power in
the classroom and I am looking for faculty in higher education, primarily in the social
sciences or humanities, who would be willing to participate next semester. Your name
was recommended to me by ... (mention the faculty member who nominated this person
through my soliciting of potential candidates for my population)
My study is a qualitative research project consisting of three parts. The first is a 1-2 hour
in-depth interview in January, the second consists of 3-4 classroom observations in
February though April, and the third is a final feedback "interview" of about 90 minutes
in May.
I am calling you to gauge initial interest. If you are able to participate I will send you a
more formal explanation of my study, its research question, and my time line. My phone
number is (413)-584-1735 and my email address is hhackman@educ.umass.edu. If you
are not interested or unable to participate, I would appreciate nominations of other faculty
in the area you think might be interested or able.
Thank you for your time and I look forward to hearing from you.
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APPENDIX B
FORMAL CONTACT LETTER
Dear Dr._
Greetings and thank you for your initial interest in participating in my dissertation study.
The purpose of this letter is to introduce myself and to share more information about this
study. As mentioned, I am a doctoral student in the Social Justice Education Program at
the University of Massachusetts, Amherst and am conducting my dissertation study on
educator power in the classroom. I have been researching this issue for the last year and a
half via literature reviews and pilot studies, and believe it will make a substantial
contribution to reflective teaching and social justice education.
The focus of this study is to examine how various educators perceive and use their power
in the classroom. This data will then be used to develop a model of action and reflection,
praxis as Freire (1970) calls it, to assist educators in becoming more aware of their power
and how to transform its use in the classroom. Ultimately, it is hoped that this model will
lead to greater power consciousness in the classroom and serve as a key support for the
creation of empowering educational spaces.
This is a qualitative study utilizing three different data sources including in-depth
interviewing, classroom observation, and feedback “interviews”. The first interview is
slated for January and its results will inform the analytical frame for the three to four
observation periods scheduled sometime February through April. The final "interview" in
May will ask participants to share their understanding of events recorded in the
observational notes and help me make more meaning of their use of power in the
classroom. Participants will receive transcripts of both interviews.
The sample size for this study is small, approximately 5-7 participants, and issues of
confidentiality and anonymity have been carefully considered. Pseudonyms for
participants and their institutions will be used in all transcripts and research materials.
Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated but know that you may withdraw at
any time without prejudice.
I know that there are a lot of demands on faculty time and for the purposes of this study,
only the January and May interviews require time from your schedule. If you are still
interested and able to participate, please call or email me to set up an interview time
during the last two weeks of January. Since timing in this study is critical, I have also
included a copy of the timeline. If you have any questions or comments please do not
hesitate to contact me. Again, I thank you very much for your time and willingness and I
look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Heather W. Hackman, P.O. Box 3314, Amherst, MA 01004
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APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Dear participant,
My name is Heather Hackman and I am a doctoral student in the Social Justice Education
Program at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. I am currently conducting a
qualitative study for my dissertation examining educator power in the classroom and am
seeking faculty in higher education as participants in my study. Specifically, this study is
exploring the sources and corresponding uses of educator power in the classroom in order
to develop a teacher education model that helps educators use their power in more
informed and empowering ways.
Your participation in this study will include being interviewed twice (once in January,
1999 and once in May, 1999) for one to two hours each and 3-4 classroom observations.
The interviews, with your permission, will be audio taped and fully transcribed. You will
receive two hard copies of the first interview transcript, one for you to comment on and
return and the other to keep for your records. Observation notes will be shared in the
second feedback "interview" where you will be again invited to share your thoughts and
impressions as data for the study.
I am committed to maintaining anonymity and confidentiality in this study and therefore
pseudonyms for participants and their institutions will be used in all transcripts and any
other materials used for this study. Your comfort and safety are key concerns and you
have the right to withdraw from this study at any time without prejudice.
The results of this study will be written up as my dissertation and will be shared with my
dissertation committee and be considered a public document housed in the W.E.B.
DuBois library at the University of Massachusetts. In addition, some of the materials
from this study may be reproduced for publication in professional journals.
I appreciate you giving time to this study as I feel it will make a significant contribution
to our notions of effective teaching and teacher education. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at 413-584-1735 or hhackman@educ.umass.edu. You may
also contact my committee chairperson, Dr. Barbara Love, at 413-545-0013.
Thank you.
Heather W. Hackman (signed)
Date
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Please sign below if you are willing to participate in the research project outlined above
Signature
Print Name

Date

APPENDIX D
IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
What is the nature of educator power in the classroom?
1. How would you describe the characteristics of an educator’s power in the classroom?
2. What does educator power look like in the classroom? Can you describe an example of
it for me?
3. Can you tell me ot a time as a learner when you witnessed the use of educator power in
the classroom? How did you experience it? How did that make you feel? Why do you still
remember it now?
4. Some literature has framed educator power and authority and discipline as the same or
similar things. What do you think about that?
Where do you think educator power in the classroom comes from?
1. What do think are the primary sources of an educator's power? Can you give me an
example?
2. Do you think students have anything to do with the power an educator has? Why and
how?
3. Can you describe how you think social identity might play out in terms of the power an
educator has in the classroom?
How do you use your power in the classroom?
1. Can you describe what and how you were taught about educator power?
2. How do you experience your own use of power in the classroom? What does it feel like
to you?
3. How does your institution consider / treat / discuss the power an educator has in the
classroom? Can you give me an example?
4. Does your institution's understanding of educator power in the classroom fit with your
own? Can you explain why or why not? How does that feel?
5. Some of the literature has dichotomized educator classroom power as either “positive”
or “negative”. What do you think about that? How does that play out in your practice?
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APPENDIX E
FEEDBACK “INTERVIEW” OUTLINE
This session will involve the choosing of 5-6 key incidents observed in the classroom and
then the posing of questions to the participant regarding each incident. The questions for
each incident will remain consistent and are as follows.
1. Can you help me make more meaning of what you were thinking or intending in this
incident / interaction in the class?
2. How were you feeling at that time?
3. Was (is) there a broader context or history for this incident / interaction? Can you share
that with me?
4. Have you had an experience like this before in your teaching? Can you describe it for
me?
5. Have you had an experience like this before as a learner? Can you describe it for me?
6. Where or how do you see any educator power here? How is it being used? Where do
you think it is coming from?
7. Was the outcome of this incident / interaction what you intended? Could you tell me
what you intended?
8. What else do you see in this incident / interaction?
9. What am I not seeing or understanding about this incident? What more is there to tell
me?

APPENDIX F
MANAGEMENT OF TIME LINE
Stage

Date

Phone contacts to names solicited by faculty and peers
Finalize population and set interview dates for the last two
weeks in January and the first week in February
Mail out study description to participants
Mail consent forms to participants
Review all interview protocols and continue to develop
the literature review for this study
Conduct and transcribe first round of interviews
Finalize transcription and mail out transcripts to
participants for their review and comments
Develop the observational frame out of the initial
codings of the interview transcripts
Conduct the first round of observations
Conduct the second round of observations and transcribe
observational notes
Conduct third round of observations and transcribe
observational notes
Conduct fourth round of observations and transcribe
observational notes

Begun in late November
December 10-20, 1998
December 18, 1998
January 4, 1999
January 1-14, 1999
January 14 - February 7, 1999
February 1-14, 1999
February 14-28, 1999
March 1-14, 1999
March 14-31, 1999
April 1-14, 1999
April 14-30, 1999

May 1-14, 1999
May 14-31, 1999

Conduct second “interview”
Transcribe second interview

328

APPENDIX G
PILOT STUDY QUESTIONS
Dissertation Interview Questions - Pilot Study, Fall 1998
The purpose of this pilot is to test my protocols and see what aspects of my process,
protocols, or methods might need to be changed for my actual study. For this pilot I am
hoping to interview and observe two educators over the course of a semester.
Interview
The purpose of the interview is to gather data relative to two central questions:
a)
Primarily: What is the educator's understanding of educator power?
Secondarily: Where did they get this understanding from?
b)
Primarily: How do they perceive their use of this power in their classrooms?
It is hoped that this interview will be free flowing and open-ended allowing for the
answers to these two questions to emerge from the stories and experiences of the
interviewee. The results of these interviews will be compared to other sources of data.
The first question will be compared to my findings in the literature review. The answers
to the second question will be compared to what is observed in the classroom setting
using both the educator's description of what educator power is as well as the parameters
for educator power that I noted in my study of the literature.
There will be only one interview for this study and it will take place before the
observation period. Though there is the question of whether or not the interview will be
too much of an "intervention" to allow for a "natural" observation, the literature shows
that a mere awareness of educator power is not enough to change deeply rooted teaching
patterns.

Interview Questions
1 .a. What do you think educator power or authority is?
How would you describe the power an educator has?
What does educator power look like, feel like, sound like? Can you give an
example?
Can you describe a time when you experienced educator power as a learner?
1 .b. Is educator power and authority the same? How? Why or why not?
2.a. Given your description, how do you see yourself using this in the classroom? (use the
word that THEY use in naming this phenomenon)
How do you see yourself using it in your classroom? (use this if they were too
disconnected)
Can you give an example of a time when you used educator in the classroom?
What happened? Who was involved? What did it look like?
In what ways do you see yourself demonstrating what you described earlier as
educator_?
2.b. In what other ways do educators use power in the classroom? Do you use it in these
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ways?
2.c. How do you think your students would describe your use of educator
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APPENDIX H
SECOND INTERVIEW QUESTIONS, EXCERPTS, AND EXCERPT
QUESTIONS FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS
Ann - 5-13-99
General Questions
1. What went well? What would you change?
2. You make a point every class to get everyone in the circle, can you talk about why you
do that or why that is so important to you? Do you think it meets your intended ends?
3. Co-Teacher:
- did you feel that you both had the same amount of voice in the class?
- do you think the students gave the same amount of “authority” to each of you?
- what kinds of conversations did you have with her about who would take the
lead on what, who would facilitate what, and what the class outline was for any
given day?
- how might you have taught the class differently if you had been teaching it solo?
- did co-teaching raise any new issues for you regarding your power in the
classroom?
4.1 observed that a lot of the conversation went to and through you. Did you see this as
well? What do you think about that? Does this connect to the issue of educator power?
5. Can you tell me about your physical positioning in the class and why you chose that
space?
6.1 noticed that you do A LOT of writing when students are talking and doing their
presentations, can you talk more about that? Is there more to it than just taking notes on
the class?
7.1 observed that you rarely indicate your opinion when people are critiquing certain anti¬
choice etc. groups. Is that conscious? What are your thoughts about that?
8.1 observed that your wait time is, on average, between 2-4 seconds after you ask a
questions. Can you share your thoughts about that?
9. Can you tell me more about when and why you use humor in the way that you do?
10. There seemed to be about 30, on average, students in the class and yet maybe a third
(2/5 on 3/4/99) of them participated in any given class. What do you think is going on
there?
11. What are the conditions where you talk more than others?
12. What did you notice for yourself? Anything you would want to change? Has this
process made you think more about your power? Did it have any impact on your
teaching?

Observational Excerpts
1, 5/6/99
A student said, “I can’t believe I’m saying this here at Hampshire but I would have liked
to have heard you two lecture more”. A couple of students agreed with this and added that
they wanted to hear what Ann and C-T had to say.
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Ann responded by saying, “As you know, we don’t believe in knowledge as the delivery
of information...”. Ann then added a few more sentences to this.
The students responded to that with some nods and then a woman mentioned when they
had used the board, said that was helpful, and asked if they would be willing to do that
again.
Two more students then asked for more structure with the information presented and the
notes.
Questions
1. How did it feel to have students actually asking for more structure / lecture / etc.? What
does it make you think of in terms of your use of power in the classroom? In terms of
your pedagogy?
2. The students that were asking seemed to be some of the more active and vocal ones in
the class, what did that make you think?
3. There was a “tongue-in-cheek” quality to your response as you said it. Can you tell me
what that was about?
4. In my observations, it seemed that your air time was the same as it might have been if
you were straight out lecturing. Can you tell me why you choose to add information by
commenting on students questions / comments instead of lecturing?
2. 5/6/99 2:46 p.m.
Ann says, “We can talk about anything we want today...” and you all can go wherever you
want in terms of the content of the conversation. Ann then poses a question to them
regarding any questions that they have left.
Students comment about that in response.
Ann then lays a structure on it by saying “let’s go around and in a sentence or two, say
where we’re at with these issues”.
Ann looks for someone to start, sees the woman to her right in the circle, the woman
volunteers and the process begins.
(After a few students)
The feedback session has already happened but this process has the quality of feedback. I
am wondering what Ann’s learning objective was here?
Questions
1. Can you talk about why you chose to structure the class this way? In my observations,
much of what was said in the go-around was already mentioned in the verbal feedback
process conducted earlier in the class period. Did you think this as well?
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3. 4/22/99 2:37 p.m.
Woman #2 presents on her topic of interviewing a woman on welfare.
Ann is AL (active listening) 100%. You can tell that Ann has a lot to say in her reactions
as she listens but she doesn’t interrupt the flow of woman #2.
Woman #2 is done and there’s a S? (student question) regarding woman #2's presentation
and the woman that the interview is about: “Did anyone ask her why does she keep
getting in relationships with these bastard men?”
Woman #2 responds (calmly) about when family situations normalize violence, it is easy
to be numb to it and not see the situation clearly.
Ann’s reaction was not to call the woman on the assumptions. Instead her comment was,
“If you think about people you know in an abusive relationship, they don’t always know
they’re in an abusive relationship.”
There’s a lot of student conversation regarding the question and some students take a
moment to clarify.
Ann then says “it’s important to look at the issue of ‘normal’ ..” and then goes on to give
an example of a student who told her she was in an abusive relationship.
Questions
1. What was your gut reaction when this woman asked this question? What did you want
to say to her?
2. Why did you choose to say what you did? What were your thoughts about this?

Beth -5/17/99
General Questions
1. Overall how did things go?
2. Did you notice any additional points regarding your power that you wan tot share?
3. What new challenges regarding educator power did you discover in the distance
learning class?
4. In the 4-7 distance class there were a lot of little technical glitches and you handled
them very well / were very patient. Can you talk about what that has done to your
teaching style and more specifically, to the ways you use your power in the classroom?
5. Difference between the classes:
- what did you notice that was different n your teaching between the two classes?
- can you talk about the difference in your expected outcomes of the two classes?
- there was a definite difference in the level of student involvement in each class,
can you talk about the extent to which you invited students into each class and
why you made those decisions

333

6. There were a number of occasions in the Anthro class where you would ask them if
you were going too fast, can you talk more about your pace of lecturing?
7. (4-12) Beth refers to the United States as a nation-state. I wonder how students respond
to comments such as these? Do reactions show up in the papers or filter back to her
through the TAs?
8. Can you share with me how and where students enter into the conversation in the
Anthro class?
- social construction of gender...did not ask them what they thought about this
(3/29,1:55)
9. Did you do discussion activities in the Anthro class that I missed?
10. Do you allow (the note - taking service) to come into your classes?
Observational Excerpts
1. 4-12-99 1:50 pm
Goes to the board and points out / highlights the key points that inform the Cerrell
Report.
“Roman Catholic” is one of them - mentions her question about that when she first saw it
and tells people to take their thoughts to discussion and does not ask for any reactions in
class.
Goes into a local example (this is the example she gave in interview #1)
Goes to her notes and reads the Mead quote, “never doubt that a thoughtful group of
people can change the world, indeed it is the only thing that ever has”
“So, is progress as we define it sustainable?”
Goes to the board and writes “SUSTAINABLE”
“What is sustainable development and how do we achieve it?”
Goes to notes immediately after the question and shares her thoughts with the class
Questions
1. Can you say more about why you deferred thoughts to the discussion groups and not
take a few of them in class at the time?
2. Can you share more about your use of large questions such as this as rhetorical and not
questions for them to respond to at the time?
2. 3-29-99 1:58 pm
Pauses and asks “Questions so far? Do I need to repeat anything?”
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Wait time is 2-3 seconds
Then says, “That means I don’t want any student evals at the end that say I talked to
fast...that was a joke. Lighten up (smiling at them)”
Class does not laugh or respond and she continues on
Questions
1.1 was curious about your comment about the evals and was wondering if you could tell
me more about that?
2. Can you share more with me about your use of questions to the students and your wait
time when you pose them?

Charles - 5/28/99
General Questions
1. Overall, how do you think your classes went this semester?
2. What would you like to do differently next time?
3. What do you think about the student participation in your classes?
4. Was there a difference between the two classes for you? If so, why?
5. Did you come to any new insights or thoughts about your power in the classroom?
6.1 noticed that you do not use the chalk board that much. Can you talk about why that
is? Are there other ways that you give students outlines or information?
7. What kind of feedback do you give students on their papers and the like?
8.1 noticed that you had about 75% of the air time. Can you share more about why that
was so?
9. Where do you think knowledge construction happened for the students in the class?
(Dialogue, reading, listening to you, etc.)
10. I noticed that you do not use notes for your lectures. Why?
11. It seemed that a lot of the dialogue in the class was either directed to you or went
through you. Can you tell me if you saw that too and if you did, what do you think about
it?
12. In a conversation in between your classes you said that “If you have to go into the
classroom and have to earn people’s respect, and do not just get it because of who you
are, then you have a lot more work to do.” Can you explain that a little more?
13. How did your teaching evaluations turn out? Were there any trends that you would
want to share?
14. On 4-21 you were talking about the idea of happiness with the morning class and you
used the example of “24-hour a day orgasms” and then a few minutes later gave an
example of a machine that could produce pleasure and give one multiple orgasms. Can
you talk more about your choice of that example and the use of sexual content?
15. Since I could not be there all the time, can you talk about some other pedagogical
approaches you used besides lecture?
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Observational Excerpts
1.4-21-99. 1:40 PM
Charles uses the example of “stealing Bill’s watch”
Intelligent woman with blonde hair (has her sister here) responds and engages with him
He comes back to her with ideas
After a bit he says, “you’re confusing the ‘Realm of Ends’ with the world we live in”
Woman responds to him again
He engages with Helen more and then poses a question to the whole class about his
conversation with Helen
Helen tried to respond and he jumps in and asks a question again (WT 10) and another
student responds with a clarifying question about what “Rationalization means”and then
shares her answer to his question
Charles responds with “No...” and the goes back to the sentence he has written on the
board and another student asks a question “are Justification and Rationalization the
same?”
Charles: “No...” and goes on to comment.
Second woman says, “I had a point. You’re squashing everyone’s point.”
Charles responds, “That’s what philosophers do...” and some conversation ensues about
his process of pushing them and engaging with them.
Then Charles shares that a colleague of his from grad school was assassinated and
explains the circumstance.
Questions
1. What do you think about the comment “you’re squashing everyone’s point”?
2. Can you say more about what you mean by, “that's what philosophers do”? How does
that inform your pedagogical style?
Shelley -5/28/99
General Questions
1. Overall, how do you think the class went?
2. What would you do differently?
3. During the last class, the gender dynamic in the class changed as a male professor (in
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role) came into the class. Did you notice any changes in your teaching, the students
processes, or the class dynamic as a whole?
4.1 noticed that, with the exception of Jane, that much of the conversation in the class
went to or through you (even when students were responding to each other they visually
and with their body language gave their answer or comment to you). Did you see that as
well? What are your thoughts about that?
5. How do you think the class went in terms of student participation?
6. In the 4-15 class discussing a novel / 4-1 class critiquing her old paper, it felt as if there
were some pieces of content and analysis that you really wanted them to get but that they
weren’t getting to on their own. Can you talk about how that feels and why you choose to
continue to try and ask questions to get them there instead of outright sharing some
information with them?
This is a key question because I think there were times that she knew what she wanted
them to be talking about and looking at re: a certain issue and yet she would try to get
them there by asking questions and they, at times, got pretty frustrated because they
could feel that she wanted that and yet could not get there. Ask this in a way that leaves
her room to make the meaning o f it.
7. I noticed that you have good wait time when you ask questions. Is that intentional? Can
you talk more about that?
8. Can you talk about when you use the board and other visual aids and when you do not?
9.1 noticed that you would often look to me / make eye contact with me, what was it like
to have an observer in your class? Did my presence affect your teaching in any way?
10. Any other thoughts about power in your teaching that you noticed?

Observational Excerpts
1. From 4-29-99, 3:56 pm (the debate with the guest)
Student #1: “I liked this.”
Shelley: “You all did a very good job”
Student #2 to Shelley: Shares some of her general thoughts about the debate and then
says, “I saw you making a bad face at the end...” and thought you did not like what I was
saying.
Shelley steps closer and puts her arm across the shoulder of Student #2 and says that she
wasn’t making a bad face and that the woman did a good job.
Student #2 the goes on to share more of her thoughts about the debate and what she was
really trying to say.
Shelley Nods and affirms student #2 while she is talking. The says, “I probably shouldn t
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do this at the last class because people need to talk to each other about this after it’s
done...”
Students 1 and 2 agree and Shelley says, “...so it’s too bad we’re not having another
class.”
Student #1 says “yes!” and shares a thought with Shelley nodding and “um-hum”.
Shelley: “There’s a lecture I didn’t give in this class...” and then explains what she would
have liked to have had the time to do and share with them. Then says, “I’ve got to go. I
was not grimacing at you...” and then explains she’s partially deaf.
Shelley has another appointment right after class and so cannot stay. Both students leave
with her.
Questions
1. Students were in high need of your affirmation...do you think they grasped the material
from the class or did they still look to you by the end to tell them what to think? If so,
why do you think this is so?
2. This raises an interesting question about body language. How do you think students
perceive your body language?
3. I remember you saying afterward that the debate process was not quite what you had
hoped it would be, and yet you mentioned to the student that she did a good job. Is that
what you really thought? Can you say more about how you give feedback and push
students?
4. Can you talk more about when and why you choose to have physical contact with
students?

2.4-15-99.2:40 PM
The class is discussing a novel they have read
Shelley moves to the board and begins to write out the names of the characters in the
story. As she does she turns to Ara (S3) and says (with a light and open tone), “Now Ara.
I want you to correct me every time I mispronounce a name'” and then smiles:
As Shelley continues to write and the class are offering up the various names ol the
characters, Shelley hits one she can’t pronounce and asks S3 to help and together they
work out the names of four characters and then they rest of the class helps with the
remaining characters.
Questions
1 .Can you say more about why you asked S3 to help?
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2. Can you talk about when and why you call on students with particular life experiences
to share?
3. Do you have any thoughts about the power (perhaps race here as well?) other dynamics
involved in the process of asking students to “correct” faculty and other students in the
class?
4. Do you do this with all students or just students who are from Africa?
3. 3-25-99. 3:15 PM (discussing the victim issue)
Shelley asks if people understand what she is talking about.
Class responds with silence and looks of uncertainty.
Shelley says “no...”
Class laughs and Shelley then restates her points about the issue of the victim mentality.
Shelley then goes to the board and restarts her lecture. She tries another approach to the
material after they have already spent about 20 minutes in this direction. Shelley erases
the board and starts over.
Shelley mentioned where she wanted them to go with this material and what she was
going to do for this class but didn’t ( handout of some sort).
After a minute of writing, Shelley has a new list on the board and will try to connect it to
the “victim” question.
At 3:20 she gets to the key question for the day: “What’s the consequence of the victim
mentality?”
Shelley then writes on the board some key points.
Over the next 24 minutes Shelley continues to pose questions to the class and they
continue to not really go with her re: the questions, line of thinking, or critical analysis.
By 3:25 Shelley is now lecturing about the topic despite her original attempt to get the
class to generate the issues relative to her key question.
Questions
1. Why do you think the class was not able to go there?
2. What would you have done differently if you were to do this over again?

Ed -5/27/99
General Questions
1. Ask him if he wants me to actually name a place he mentioned in interview one.
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2. Overall, how would you say they went?
3. How did you feel about the levels of student participation this semester?
4. Are there any things that in retrospect you would have done differently?
5. Tell me more about your choice to play music before the world geography class. What
is your learning objective there? I noticed that you do not spend a lot of time processing
the music with the class. Can you say more about that?
6. You seemed to be more of a facilitator in your Macro class than the world geography
class. Can you talk more about this: what allows for that, how that feels to you, which
style is more in line with how you prefer to teach?
7. In the second to last world geography class (4-27-99 - outside), you mentioned the
“Redistribution of Wealth” as being one of the things that we could do to address
environmental needs. This is a highly charged point and I was wondering if they had any
reactions / resistance to that in the next class?
8. You bring a lot of current events issues into both classes, can you talk about why you
choose to do that?
9.1 noticed that your energy at the beginning of class is more quiet and a little subdued
and then it grows as you get more engaged with the material. Is that a conscious move on
your part? Can you say more about your energy as you teach?
10. In your Macro class in particular, you rarely ever say a student in “wrong” and instead
I notice you reframe their point to help it fit, you acknowledge that it might fit with
another point / theory, or you simply pause and wait for another response. Can you say
more about your approach to students who offer incorrect answers in your classes?
11. What kind of feedback do you give students on their papers?
12. In the 4-13 world geography class you were talking about advertising in education and
mentioned that your brother was 14 years younger and shared a little about your growing
up and family. I did not see you do that a lot, can you talk about when and why you
choose to share parts of your personal life?
13. In your world geography class you asked a lot of open ended questions (Dow over
10,000 on 3/30, MNC and resource distribution on 4/13, etc.) and students seem reticent
to get into a real discussion with you? Why do you think that is?
14. Overall, did students engage with each other and you in ways that you might have
wanted them to? What would you do differently to get that to happen?
15.1 noticed that in both classes, when you would try to initiate a discussion, the
comments and conversation always flowed to or through you. Can you share any thoughts
about that? Do you think that informs the power balance / distribution in the classroom?
16. You are extremely prepared! Do you see this affecting in any way the ability of the
class to flow with issues that come up during discussion, etc?
17.1 noticed that at the beginning of the semester, your wait time in both classes was
about 2-3 seconds and then as the semester wore on your wait time increased. Can you
talk about that a little?
18. Do you think the physical set up of the two rooms affected how you taught each
class?
19. On 3-9 a student in your world geography class called you “Ed”. I did not hear
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students do that often. How do students usually address you? What are your thoughts
about that?
20. Did having me there affect how you taught at all or make you think of your teaching
differently?
21. Any other thoughts you might want to share about the semester and your teaching /
power in the classroom?

Martha - 6/7/99
General Questions
1. How do you think the class went?
2. What would you have done differently?
3. How do you feel about the level of student participation?
4. Can you talk about the racial breakdown of your class? Why do you think the class was
/ is mostly white (it’s / you are so radical)? What impact does that have?
5. Can you talk more about the gender dynamics that you saw in that class in terms of:
levels of participation, types of questions asked, and your relationships with students.
6. In a class that I was not there for but which was referred to in a class later which I was
observing, there was reference to the “debate on feminism” (happened toward the latter
part of the course). Can you talk more about what that was?
7. Do you consciously move into a facilitation mode when students begin to engage?
8. Can you talk about when and why you choose to use overheads, the board, hand outs,
etc.
9. Do you think your clear mastery of this material had an impact on your power in this
class?
10. Do you use humor consciously or does it just seem to happen when it occurs for you?
11. Can you talk about why you are willing to give so much time to announcements?
What impact?
12. I saw you use a lot of small groups as ways to get students to participate. Were there
other things that you did to get students involved that I did not see?
13. Did you notice anything new about your teaching / use of power in the classroom?
14. Did my presence in the class make you look at your teaching in any new ways?
15. Were you satisfied with the academic work of the students in the class?
Observational Excerpts
1.4-29-99 11:56 AM
“Okay, now it’s time to for the soviets”
She puts two group topics out there: women's suffrage and Sparticus. Tells them to get in
groups and gives them directions.
“I will be here functioning as an advisor.”
Tells them they need to give firey speeches and that she’s going to put up an overhead of
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Rosa Luxemburg giving a firey speech to motivate them.
A student asks a questions about the format ans she says again that they are the ones in
charge.
Plays with the overhead for a minute and then goes over to the Sparticus group and gives
some suggestions about how to organize it.
Then goes to the women’s suffrage group. Martha gives them a suggestion and they don’t
seem to want to go there. A student asks a question to “Martha” and Martha responds.
Martha spends a lot of time faculty commenting / faculty lecturing to try and get this
group off the ground. To give and example she pulls out an overhead from somewhere in
her bag that fits with the discussion.
Students start to discuss it and Martha follows and then heads back over to the Sparticus
group.
Martha is pacing a little and standing in Zone E mostly while she waits for the groups to
finish planning.
(A few minutes later)
The Sparticus group is done presenting a firey set of speeches.
Suffrage group presents what they had done and then when finished Martha highlights
what the suffrage group missed (the really missed it) and then thanked them for their
presentation.
Questions
1. You did everything for this group except do the work for them...can you talk about
what you were feeling and thinking at the time? Can you talk about the choices you made
in terms of giving information, prodding the group on, and then in terms of your
responses when they were finished?
2. Is there anything you would have done differently here?

Terri - 6/4/99
General Questions
1.1 observed three different classes, two from last semester and one from this
semester...how do you think they went?
2. What would you have done differently in the Critical Thinking class?
3. What would you have done differently in the Oppression class?
4. What would you have done differently in the Group class (as far as you can tell at this
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point).
5. Did you notice any differences in how you used your power in the three classes? What
do you think informed those differences?
6. In the “Group” class, I noticed that in the introduction you responded in some way after
each student, can you say more about your choice to do that?
7. Can you talk more about how the scheduling structure of this program informs how
you plan your courses, how much time you feel you can give to class dialogues, and the
choices that you make about class content and your pedagogy?
8.1 noticed that when you went over the class guidelines in the Group Dynamics class,
you did not ask for student questions or comments. Can you talk more about your process
in presenting the guidelines?
9. You mentioned at one point that some consider you a “hard grader”. Can you say more
about that?
10. In the Group Dynamics class, when you were doing the “step into a group you belong
to” (decade bom, religion, etc.) activity, you did not participate. Do you usually not
participate? Why?
11. At the end of the Oppression class, you were soliciting feedback about your course
and then it turned to discuss a faculty member in the department. Eventually, the feedback
got more specific and her name actually came out. Can you talk about your thought
process when that was happening? How did that feel? What power issues came up for
you, if any?
12. I noticed that in the Oppression class, when people were sharing in the opening
activities they looked at you primarily and I was wondering if you had any thoughts about
how students still move the flow of information to or through you? Do you notice this as
well and how do you respond? Is there a difference in your response for grad versus
undergrad classes?
13. In the Oppression class, it seemed that people were at extremely different
developmental levels regarding their mastery of the information. How do you feel about
that? How does your program respond? Are there some base line levels of awareness that
your program hopes people are at? (Ex. SI and her lesbian Aunt, S2's LBGT presentation
and its low effectiveness, S4's project with the small model)
14.1 notice that your instructions for activities are mostly given verbally. Can you talk
more about your choice to do that?
15. At one point in the Oppression class, S3 pushes S4 on his perception of himself as a
Black man / his anger / and his response to Racism in the world and S3 says that “she has
healed from that (those feelings)”. Do you think that S3 actually has moved in her
identity development or do you think that she just think she has? How do you choose to
push students and not?
Observational Excerpts
1.4-9-99, ~2:30pm
Terri facilitates to S3 and S3 says her topic was “oppression of the Jews”
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Terri asks clarifying question re: her topic
S3 describes the Nazis as “a lot of discrimination, a lot of murder” but does not seem to
be clear that 6 million people died as a result of extermination.
S3 “I never knew that these people were actually murdered” and seems to have no idea
what happened in WWII
Terri’s comments re: Jewish Oppression / WWII to help clarify a) length (4K years of
Jewish oppression, b) cycle / pattern of Jewish oppression
OC: Terri is gently trying to elaborate on S3's points to give them some kind of weight
because they are not sufficient
S3 says “it’s confusing” and Terri says, “yes, it is somewhat confusing” and then
elaborates on history of Jewish oppression and the poses a questions “what about Jewish
oppression in 1999?”
S3 has no response and after looking through her paper says, “I’m not sure” and goes
back to her paper.
There is some conversation in class and then S3 concludes by saying that Jews were
discriminated, “simply because of hatred”
S3 then says she’s not sure what to do next in terms of Jewish oppression
Terri then carefully offers some suggestions to S3 and to the class as a whole.

Ronald - 5/12/99
General Questions
1. What do you think empowers students who are in your classes?
2. You use your personal experience a lot in the class - can you talk about when and why
you do that?
3. Can you talk to me about how you see the time right after class is over and the way you
interact with students at those times?
4. You mentioned in the first interview that students are presented with contradictions in
your classes between previous information (dominant ideology) and what you present to
them. How do you help them deal with / navigate those contradictions?
5. Why do you use so much video in your classes?
6. You present your opinions about the Republicans (Democrats too), the Right Wing,
and other conservative elements in the US without reservation - called someone involved
in ATPM a “fanatical right wing fool” (4/12) and the “Democratic party are like children
as opposed to the sophistication of the Republicans” (4/12). Can you talk about your
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thinking behind that and why you choose to do that?
7. In the 5-3-99 “Revolution...” class, you ask them a number of powerful questions such
as: What would you have done if you were Charlie's father? What relief can you
find (regarding the oppressive power of the US government)? If you're for
America, can you quibble if you benefit from it? The father tried to create change
and it didn't work; what conclusions can you make? So history has produced
heroes but not an egalitarian society - why?
The class did not have much to say in response. Can you talk more about why you asked
these questions, were the answers satisfactory, why did you choose to leave them with
them, etc.
8. Is there a difference in terms of who you relate to in class and do you use your power
differently with them?
9. Did having someone there observ ing you make you think about your practice in new
ways? What came up for you?
10. It seems that some students really want you to tell them what they should think
because this stuff is pretty overwhelming. How do you refrain from the temptation to tell
them what they need to do and think? (It's my experience that that's tough).
11. Tell me about your lecture style: soft tone, conversational, jokes here and there, not
much eye contact with students (-20%).
12. What role do you play in that classroom?
13. Much of the conversation flows to and through you, how does that feel?
14. You mentioned in the first interview that considering “educator Power" in the
classroom was “not your frame of reference" (p.16, lines 1-2) but that you'd “think about
incidents that may conform to this cosmology of sorts" (p.16, line 2-3). Did anything
come up for you over the course of the semester?
Observational Excerpts
1.3/10/99
(Referring to Vietnam) “When the truth is exposed, nothing, happens." Goes on to talk
about the implications of the James Byrd trial and those guys getting the death penalty in
Texas for killing him.
The problem is not race, but a system called racism. To change that system is to change
the US. “So, you have that problem facing you. We're living in a dangerous time"
Questions come up about Affirmative Action and “how do you deal with injustice? from
students.
He highlights examples of racism in the US, then makes a tongue-in-cheek joke, and then
asks for patterns that they see...'’you should be able to detect some mechanisms from your
reading”.
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Students ask questions and then talk back and forth with each other and him about the
U.S. government and cover ups.
He then hops in. His example here is direct, honest, and using slang / casual language to
get his point across. Refers them to the issue of self-questioning and then to previous
information in the class. Brings the discussion back to MLK and Malcolm. “Life is life.
Jack. But you all are living on the cusp of a great time. The story of American is being
played out...” soon and he invites them to participate in it and do something about it. He
poses questions about America’s future. Talks about Right - Wing 2000 and if they get
the presidency, go look at Germany in 1932.
[A few minutes later] “You have to understand. America is not just a nation, it’s also an
empire and you need to understand that.”
Questions
1. Tell me what you feel when you think about these students being the ones who are
going to either create the change or let it all go.
2. What do you want students to leave your classes thinking and doing and what do you
do to make that happen?

Marcus - 5/17/99
General Questions
1. How do you think the two classes went? What would you have done differently?
2. Did you notice any things about your power since we last talked?
3. There was a significant difference in the feel, your tone, and the dynamic as a whole
between the first and second class. How do you explain that?
4.1 noticed that students in the MCE class were really all over the room and pretty far
away from you. Do you think that had any impact on the class? On how they perceived
your role or authority?
5. Can you tell me some of the things that you do to build group cohesion in your classes
this semester? How did that work?
6. Do you think your cultural style has an impact on the way students responded in these
classes? In what way?
7. When I observed the morning class, there was not much discussion of cultural
differences. Did you cover that at other times? Would the class have been able to show up
for that? (4/8)
8. In the 3/11 MCE class you did an activity where people went to various comers re:
Agrees, strongly disagree, etc. in response to some questions you posed to them about
MCE. I heard people at VERY different developmental levels...can you talk about how
you deal with that? Why did you choose to just let it go and not push them (ex. Of
confident woman and her good white girl attitude).
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Observational Excerpts
1. 4-15-99. 12:17pm - After the “Good Morning Miss Toliver” video
Marcus: “Is she culturally relevant?”
An Asian American woman answers “she’s culturally relevant.”
Marcus: “Why?”
Woman: “Oh my god, am I wrong? Can I take that back?”
Marcus encourages her and tells her that she does know, to trust her knowledge, and to go
with what she knows.
Another student says the woman in the video is culturally relevant.
Marcus: “Why?” and asks her to support her answer.
Woman responds with answers from the book.
Marcus summarizes the woman’s points and then asks, “How does that make her
culturally relevant?”
Woman responds again, “Because it’s in the book."
Marcus: “I’m trying to get you to articulate...”
Woman: “I know. I’m just not very good at it.”
Marcus: “Ask for help from your group because you talked about it.”
Questions
1. This seemed to be a common interaction in this class. What do you think the gender
and racial dynamics were here?
2. Why were the students in this class so afraid to engage?
2. 4-15-99 9:30am
When blonde man shared there were some significantly offensive things being said and
they were not addressed by anyone in the class.
Blonde man used the phrase “mongoloid, retard, rapist” to defend the right to have an
abortion and it went completely untouched in the class by anyone. In fact people are
laughing at it as he talks about it.
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(9:35) A woman in her group made a comment about her Indian doctor and that “you
can’t understand her anyway” and made a face. When this happened, another woman in
her group looked at Marcus to see if he would react to her comment.
Questions
1. When the students did the paraphrasing activity, they picked some very controversial
topics such as: Affirmative Action, Violence on TV, Abortion, and Teenage Pregnancy. I
noticed that there was some heavy stuff that came up a few times but quickly were lost as
the groups and discussions kept moving. Can you talk about what you noticed and the
decision to not take a look at just the power of the topics themselves and how that might
be impacting the ability to paraphrase?
3.4-8-99 12:05 pm
(Processing Ladson-Billings)
Group 1 reports out and shares some of their points in response to his small group
activity.
Marcus asks “Why?” and a woman in the group elaborates to answer the question of
“why this matters”.
Marcus takes about 3 student comments from the group and then reframes them to get the
G1 students to think about their own experiences as students.
He’s asking them to speak for themselves and one woman is continuing to just be very
vague and not speaking from her own experience and he attempts to ask her more.
His tone raises a little and he moves closer to her by 4-5 feet.
As he pushes her to consider her own experience she turns away from him a little, her
head goes down about 5 degrees, and she gets very quiet. She seems like she no longer
wants to engage with him.
Marcus: “Look at me.” (his tone is a little higher as he says this...it gets my attention as
well those in the group) and continues to try and get this woman to engage with him 1:1.
Other people share and the conversation moves on without resolution for this woman and
Marcus
(10 minutes later) A woman raises the interaction again and Marcus stops and turns to the
woman in this interaction and asks, “Did I scare you?” and the woman replies with an
affirmative and she says she just doesn’t want to say any more.
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Marcus then explains that he was trying to speak to the whole class and ants them all to
get involved and learn from the process.
Marcus then says that he needs to be conscious of his own style (names it as “sometimes
loud or overbearing”).
Not much more commentary and the class moves on.
Questions
1. What was happening here for you?
2. Do you think race and gender were playing out?
3. Why did you name your style as “loud and overbearing”?
4. What did it feel like to go back and check in with her?

Carmen - 6-10-99
General Questions
1. Overall, how do you think the two classes went?
2. What would you change?
3. How do you feel about student participation in the classes?
4. How do you feel about the ability of the students in your classes to serve the clients?
5. In the “Family Counseling....” class, there were a high number of Puerto Rican students
in the class, can you talk about how that felt and impacted your power in the classroom?
6. In the “Family...” class, you did the syllabus over lunch...can you talk more about why
you chose to do that and what you made an opening for?
7. You clearly have a mastery of the information, can you talk about how that impacts
your power in the classroom?
8. In the “Family...” class you said that you would be “facilitating” the class when you
began it the first day. That is different from teaching and I was wondering if you could
talk more about when you choose “facilitation” over “instruction” and why?
9. How do you feel about the structure of your program and the ability to cover the
material and have a classroom that is based in discussion?
10. Are there any other aspects of your power in the classroom that you’ve noticed since
the first interview?
Observational Excerpts
1. 5-1-99. 12:04PM
You were doing a role play with four family members (all four volunteers were women
and so one woman had to play the father).
Carmen starts the role play with “Good morning. I’m Carmen...”
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The role play continues for 4 minutes and at 12:08 Carmen takes a time out from the role
play and asks the class some of what they are seeing so far; what they think is going on
with this family..
A male student (white, I think) immediately makes a joke about “the problem is that the
father si a cross-dresser”.
The class responded with a laugh and I caught Carmen’s eye as she looked at me for a
moment.

Questions
1. There were two other points throughout the day where this man made some other
comments in the form of jokes that touched on issues of sexism or heterosexism /
homophobia. These were the only comments he made to the class the entire day. I do not
think you heard the other two (“she’s exercising”, a picture in a book for another class of
a man who looks like a woman, etc.) but I was wondering what your thoughts were about
this moment and how you address students in your classes who make comments (even
jokes) such as this.
2. 5-1-99, 12:42 PM. (same setting and role play)
Role play stops and Carmen opens it up to student comments and reactions
Carmen gives some thoughts about what to be observing in this.
Some students comment and then S7 gives a highly judgemental comment: “blame the
mother because she’s on her (the daughter’s) butt” and then goes on to say why it’s the
mother’s fault
Carmen responds with, “So, it’s both...” (referring to different ideas about what the
problem is) “...get away from the ‘one or the other' idea”.
Questions
1. This student remained judgemental in her comments at various points throughout the
role play and I was wondering, given your focus on the students as well as the clients they
serve, if you could talk more about how you handle students coming from this type of
space.
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APPENDIX I
PERSONAL EPOCHE WITH POWER

I have been considering issues of power in the classroom for a couple of years at this
point and feel that they are fundamental to everything that I do as an educator. My tone of
voice, my body language, the books I choose for the class, how I structure assignments,
the way in interact with student all has to do with power in the classroom. I also notice
my power in my teaching most regarding my social identities and so I feel that this plays a
significant role in terms of how my power gets exercised and constructed in the
classroom. I am not sure how to succinctly define this power, however, because it is so
big and pervasive that it is almost unrecognizable as a specific, observable entity. As a
result, I have a lot of questions about how to discuss the deeper, more subtle parts of my
power in the classroom because I do not know how to get a handle on it yet.
I also think that the literature that really gets to the heart of this issue is pretty sparse and I
am wondering how I can push myself if there is nothing out there to support me.
Specifically, I am looking for something that has a solid theoretical grounding but can be
readily applied in the classroom. The theoretical literature is far too inaccessible in the
classroom, and the practical literature is too “cook book” oriented to seem like it has any
substance.

APPENDIX J
POWER PRAXIS MODEL GUIDELINES
Introduction
The following are praxis guidelines for ongoing reflection and action regarding
educator power in the classroom. The questions and activities listed below are a useful
application of the Spheres and Sites of Educator Power models and give educators a
tangible place from which to begin the interrogation of their classroom power. Praxis
requires more than mere reflection and necessitates action on the part of the educator and
therefore an emphasis is also placed on next steps and the utilization of this material in
one’s teaching.
Like the methodology of this study, the guidelines below begin by determining the
reader’s awareness of what educator power is and how they use it in their teaching. It then
utilizes the Sites model and assists the reader in reflecting on the seven sites of power.
And finally, it asks the reader to consider their new awareness of their power and next
steps for their practice.

Section One - What Is Educator Power?
Use the following as prompting questions in your consideration of “what is
educator power?” Use your broadest understanding of educator power at this point.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

In general, what does “educator power” mean to you?
What does educator power look like in the classroom?
What does educator power feel like in the classroom?
What are some characteristics of educator power?
Is educator power the same as authority? Why or why not?
Where is educator power located within the educator?

Section Two -How You Use Power In Your Teaching
Utilizing the above responses, use the following questions to reflect on how you
use your power as an educator in your teaching. You are invited to consider your current
practice but if examples from previous periods in the classroom seem more salient you
are encouraged to list whatever is useful in bringing to light how you use power in the
classroom.
1. How would you rate your teaching on a scale of one to ten (one being
completely student centered and ten being completely faculty centered)?
2. What two or three words would you use to describe the way you use your
power in the classroom?
3. What is the most obvious way you use your power?
4. What is the least obvious way you use it?
5. When do you make use of aspects of your power?
6. How would you describe your teaching in general?
7. What is the physical set up of your classroom?
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8. How would you describe your teaching style?
9. What is your basis or criteria for grading students?
10. Who develops the syllabi, assignments, and learning objectives in your
courses?
11. How do you think your learning style, communication style, and cultural
background influence your teaching?
Section Three - Reflection Activities Addressing the Seven Sites of Educator Power
The Sites of Educator Power Model is useful as a theoretical concept in
suggesting deeper aspects of educator classroom power. It becomes more useful,
however, when put into practice and applied in an ongoing way to raise an educator’s
consciousness regarding their power in the classroom. The activities listed below are
specifically designed to assist educators in reflecting on their use of power in the
classroom by examining the individual sits of the model.
Social Identity Inventory and Reflection Questions
Social identity plays a significant role in the power an educator has in the
classroom. The categories below are referring to the socially constructed identities held
within the United States and the rights and resources accessible to some (the dominant
group) and denied to others (the subordinate group) solely on the basis of these identities.
Your status as a “dominant” or “subordinate” member is not in reference to whether you
internally feel dominant or subordinate, but is in reference to dominant or subordinate
identities relative to the systems of power and privilege in the United States. If the binary
of dominant or subordinate does not resonate you are invited to check the identity that
feels most salient to you or make a notation in the margin.
Social Identity Profile

(subordinate)

Ability
Age
Class (socio-economic)
First Language
Gender
Nation of Origin
Physical Size
Race / Ethnicity
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(dominant)

Religion
Sexual Orientation
In addition to social identities, one’s life experience around diversity affects how
they relate to others in terms of social identities and it is useful to also examine one’s
level of exposure and familiarity to issues of diversity. List from 1-10 the degree of
multiculturalism of your life experiences.
Assessing My Life Experiences (adapted from Dr. Barbara Love and Dr. Don Bratcher)
Assess how multicultural your different life experiences have been and are now.
1= monocultural
5 = somewhat multicultural
10 = very multicultural
Family of origin_

Elementary school_

Junior High school_

High school_

First work experiences_

College experience_

Leisure activities_

Shows you watch on TV

Clothes you wear_

Foods you eat_

Music you listen to_

Languages you speak_

Authors you enjoy_

Area where you live_

Professional colleagues

Area of academic interest

Content that you teach_

Cultural style of your teaching_

Childhood activities_
Friends in high school_

Role models

The purpose of these questions is to bring into focus the lived experiences that
you do or do not bring into the classroom. These areas are some of the factors that have
socialized you throughout your life and are often the source of the cultural perspective
from which you teach. Thus, it is vital that you begin to look more carefully at what
uninvestigated cultural baggage you might bring to our practice such that you can work to
expand your cultural repertoire and understand the underpinnings of power associated
with your social identities. With this goal in mind, journal answers to the following
questions. Although educator power is not directly mentioned or the subject of reflection
in these questions, it is intimately tied to social identity and cultural identification and
therefore these questions do connect you to a deeper understanding of your power in the
classroom.
1. What issues seem to stand out the most for you with respect to the social identity
profile? When you consider the power of dominant identities and the often “invisible
privileges” (McIntosh, 1988) that accompany them, what questions does this raise for
you? What might you be missing or not be aware of in your teaching because of this
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“invisible privilege”?
2. Given your responses to the life assessment, what do you think your “cultural comfort
zone” is? How might this affect your teaching in a diverse classroom? Are there areas that
you can see that you would like to get more information on?
3. Brainstorm three possible next steps for you: a) in terms of noticing how your social
identity plays out in your teaching, and b) in terms of broadening your awareness of
diverse cultures, learning styles, communications styles, etc.
Educational Biography Reflection Activity
It is an old adage that “we teach how we are taught” and yet many educators have
never fully considered the impact of their experiences with power as a learner and how
that informs their use of power in their current practice. The following activity gets at
your experience as a learner with power and invites you to consider its impact on your
power use today.
The goal of this activity is for you to focus on a particular incident from your
educational history and use it to notice what you were taught about educator power.
Choose an incident that is salient for you from any point in your history as a learner /
student. It can be “positive” or “negative” and needs to either directly involve you or you
need to have witnessed it.
1. Pick a moment from your educational history as a learner where educator power was
used and use words, pictures, or symbols to describe it. When was it? What were the
circumstances? Who was involved? What do remember the most about it?
2. Now reflect on the following:
1) How was educator power used in your example? What did it look or feel like?
2) What were the effects of this incident on the people involved?
3) How did this make you feel as a learner?
4) What did this teach you about teaching?
5) Why have you remembered this experience?
3. Share your responses to the above questions with another person and note any
commonalities.
Teacher Education / Preparation Reflection
The goal of this activity is to begin the process of self-reflection regarding the
teacher education training you received and how that informs your use of power in the
classroom. This reflective process is focused on three key areas, but you are encouraged
to explore any others that appear salient as you begin to examine this site of educator
power. The three areas highlighted here are: a) the pedagogical / philosophical dimension
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- the perspective of your teacher education program / experience regarding how and why
we teach, b) the content dimension - what you were taught about educator power (and
teaching) in your program, and c) the process dimension - what you observed about
power via the modeling of teaching in your program. In both research and practical
experience it has been found that these three general aspects of teacher education
programs are often incongruous with each other and frequently give educators mixed
messages about the art of teaching. It is important to note that “teacher education” is
being used in the broadest possible context because many outstanding educators have
received no formal training in how to teach and yet have developed deeply rooted
teaching philosophies and practices. Thus, you are encouraged to define for yourself what
the notion of “teacher education” means.
1. Describe the pedagogical / philosophical perspective of your teacher education training.
Was it rooted in radical pedagogy (critical, feminist, black feminist, empowering,
postmodern, etc.) or more traditional teaching ideologies? Was it directed toward
multicultural, diversity, social justice goals and processes or toward more homogenous,
positivist, outcome-oriented goals and processes? Was it student-centered and dialogical
or teacher-centered and lecture oriented? Who were some of the main authors, role
models, thinkers that were emphasized? What was the role of the educator to be in the
process of teaching and learning?
2. What were you told about educator power in your program / experience? Was it ever
mentioned? If so, in what context? How was the role of the educator defined in terms of
what we have already described as educator power?
3. In your student, advisee, etc. experiences, how did you observe or perceive the use of
power? In what ways was the teaching you were observing congruous or incongruous
with what you were being told about teaching and learning? Most importantly, how do
you think this potential gap between theory and practice has impacted your teaching?
4. What is your pedagogical perspective on teaching?
5. What are your teaching goals as a result of this pedagogical perspective?
6. Give three examples of how you embody that in the classroom ?
7. What gaps do you notice between what you were taught about educator power and
what you actually do in the classroom?
Personal History Reflection
This Site of power is perhaps the most difficult area to openly investigate.
Educators, like students, do not “check our personal lives at the door”. Every time you
enter the classroom you bring with you your history and life experiences. For educators
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who were conscious of these issues and dynamics, this has proven to be a positive
teaching tool. Specifically educators use this awareness to establish a more personal and
comfortable environment for students and also to model the value of one’s life
experiences as text in the classroom. However, this Site of power was occasionally
problematic for participants in this study who were not aware of the impact of their
personal experiences on their teaching. Specifically, this lack of consciousness often led
to a repetition of family or cultural patterns in their classrooms that limited their ability to
teach to the broadest range of students.
A “house map” exercise will be used to begin to explore these issues. This activity
was adapted from the work of Gerald Weinstein, former faculty in the Human
Development department at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
House Map
The first part of this activity asks you to draw a physical floor plan of your house
outlining the various rooms and important areas that you can remember. Then, for each
room indicate a “temperature” for that space and jot down a few notes of some significant
incidents that occurred in that space. For example, if your family always had holiday
celebrations in the dining room, or if they had the “hard conversations” in the kitchen,
each of those places will have a “temperature” as you remember the general atmosphere
of each room.
Role Models
Considering the “temperature” and events listed above, write about the people
who were most significant, both “positive” and “negative”, regarding these spaces or
incidents. Talk about things such as their demeanor, their tone of voice, the way they
expressed themselves, their relational style, their communication style, etc. In what ways
did these people affect you? How did you respond to them?
Your Classroom
Now, apply these reflections to your own teaching style, demeanor in the
classroom, and relational style with students. Do you see artifacts ot that person / those
people in you when you’re teaching? How? How do you think that impacts the way you
interact (communicate, etc.) with students? How does that affect the way you present
information? What other connections can you make? Were you aware of this before now?
Institutional Conferrence
This Site of power is a difficult one to gain perspective on and is even more
challenging to change because it is so entrenched in the larger institution and its history.
However, being more aware of the institution’s expectations regarding teaching and
learning, the role of educators, and pedagogy will help you better understand how others
construct your power and role in the classroom. In a journal or in conversation with a
colleague use the following questions as templates of inquiry regarding your institution:
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1. What is the degree of decision making power afforded educators at your
institution?
2. What is the overall position of educators at your institution?
3. What kind of emphasis does your institution place on evaluation and grading?
4. How are students, staff, and other faculty encouraged to regard educators at
your institution?
Student Abdication
This is included as a Site of educator power because in the U.S. educational
system, students are taught in a largely “banking” system of education and have been well
trained in how to defer power to someone who is deemed an “authority”. This is
important to investigate because this form of education serves to disempower both the
student and the educator - everyone loses. One method for assessing how students
perceive you and in what ways they are abdicating their power (via not using their voice,
not critically questioning the material, not sharing personal passions regarding the
content, etc.) is to give students an anonymous homework assignment or journal question
regarding you as an educator and your role in the classroom. More subtle ways to look for
this are to pay attention to who gets the last word (are students always deferring to your
position?), who initiates discussion, who students look at when they share in the
classroom, etc. And finally, an assessment of how student-centered your pedagogical
approaches are will definitely assist you in creating an educational environment where
students have more voice and agency. In general, notice what “position” students place
you in the classroom - is it an educator-centered classroom from their perspective?
Content Mastery
The issue of content mastery is challenging in that it has such potential to
reinforce traditional, “banking” pedagogical practices and undermine student-centered
classroom goals. However, this study has shown that if educators are cognizant of that
possibility, content mastery often gives the educator much more flexibility in the
classroom and frees the educator to respond to the flow of student questions and interests.
In this Site careful attention to classroom processes is critical.
Key points to consider regarding the impact of content mastery on your power in the
classroom include:
- the location of knowledge construction - are you allowing students to use their
life experiences and prior information to actively engage in knowledge
construction or are your comments and questions the site of such
construction;
- air time - what is the comparative amount of “air time” (talk time) between you
and the students? (this is especially important in group discussion
situations);
- conversational direction - do students, even when talking to each other,
consistently look at or talk to you?
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Revisiting How You Use Power In Your Teaching
Having engaged in some or all of the reflection activities, revisit the questions
initially posed regarding how you use your power in your teaching. When finished note
the changes in your awareness as this indicates where your initial gap is between your
perceptions and practice. When finished, utilize the “next steps” sheet to establish
concrete praxis objectives and specific ways you will take action regarding your new
learnings.
1. Now how would you rate your teaching on a scale of one to ten (one being completely
student centered and ten being completely faculty centered)? If this has changed, why has
it?
2. Why do you think you chose the previous two or three words to describe the way you
use your power in the classroom? How would you describe that now?
3. What is the most obvious way you use your power? Why do you think this is so?
4. What is the least obvious way you use it? Why do you think this is so?
5. What patterns have you noticed about when you make use of aspects of your power?
6. What have you learned about your teaching style, the physical set up of your
classroom, and your basis / criteria for grading students?
7. What did you notice about who develops the syllabi, assignments, and learning
objectives in your courses?
8. Do you think your learning style, communication style, and cultural background
influence your teaching? Has your perception of this changed at all?
Next Steps
1. Gaps I uncovered / found in my awareness include...
2. Feelings that came up for me during this activity include...
3. Two or three key ways I think this site informs my teaching include...
4. Barriers to me examining this Site of my power in the classroom might be...
5. My plan for “next steps” might include:
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